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PREFACE 


‘In this wae z have tried to give an exposition of the 
Jaina theory of perception, with special reference to the 
logical poieioese the Jainas as distinguished from the 
i qatar eeeatuss: The Jaina iseiodaie Was Akalanka, 
Prabha Chandra, Vadidgva and temenanens have dealt with the 
“nature of pancent. 6a in great details and have extensively 
criticized the theories of perception of the Buddhists, 
Naiyasikas and the Samkhya philosophers. Though much is 
known about the theories of peccestion of the Buddhists and 
the Naiyayikas, mice much attention has been paid to the Jaina 
_eriticisms of them, In this respect Dr,Nagin a. Shah's book 
Akalanka's Criticism of ‘Dharmakirtis! Philosophy (published 
by L.D.Institute of Indology, Ahmedabad, 1967), is a most 
welcome addition to fad ii vévabie on Indian philosophy. 
There have been several Books on Jaina psychology, notable 
amongst them being the works of Dr.M,L.Mehta and Dr.T.G. 
Kalghatei (Jaina Psychology and Some -Problems on Jaina 
Psychology), ihowe boGks are no Scie satuabic contributions 
to the study of jatnten, They contain some discussion on the 
Jaina Theory of Perception, but their interests have been 
chiefly psychology and not. @pistemology. I have approached 
the problem chiefly from the point of view of epistemology. 

I have not gone into the Jaina metaphysics except for 

problems which directly concern the cere of perception. 
I should also add that my acquantence with the other systems - 
of Indian philosophy are highly imperfect. However I have 
tried. to make use of some source books for them. Also I should 
mention: thas I have avoided any comparison with the western 
theories of perception. 

This work oe been carried out under the supervision of 
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Dr.J.N.Mohanty, Professor of the Department of Philosophy, 


University of Burdwan and I am very much grateful to him for 
the help and the valuable suggestions I have received from him, 
Many of the Samskrita Jaina peices I studied under the late 
Hirakumariji to whom I owe a deep debt of evatitude. I am 

also grateful to Dr.Hari Satya Bhattacharya, the Jaina Scholor, 


for the suggestions which I have received from him. 


Pushpa Bothra 
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PART I 


KNOWLEDGE AND PERCEPTION 


CHAPTER I 


INTRODUCTORY ~- NATURE OF KNOWLEDGE 


1. The relation between Self and Knowledge 
Knowledge is defined by the Jainas as Svaparabhaisi. 


The nature of knowledge is to be Reif vereai Hs as well as 
object-revealing. In other words, knowledge reveals both 
itself and the object. If knowledge were not itself known, 
it could not make its object known. The nature of knowledge 
may be compared with a lamp. A lamp reveals its object only 
while revealing itself. . Knowledge, like a lamp, both reveals 
an object aati reveals itself. 

The Jainas hold that the relation Yatwoen the self 
and its knowledge is one of bhedabheda’, In one aspect, 
knowledge is non-different from the self, and in another 
aspect knowledge is different from the self. Knowledge is 
the essential quality of the self. In this aspect, 
knowledge and self are identical. The Jainas reject the 
Naiyayika view of complete difference between knowledge 
and the self, According to the Naiyaéyikas, knowledge is an 
accidental quality of the self, and there is a complete 
difference (bheda) between the self and its knowledge. 
Roswieane is an attribute which inheres in the self substance 
which, however, is separable from it. The Jainas point out 
that if the self and knowledge were totally different then 
there would be some relation between them. The relation 
between them cannot be conjunction or samyoga, because this 
relationis possible only between two substances, not between 
a substance and its quality. Further, the mere relation of 
Samyoga between two different things, cannot cause a 


perception of non-difference between them, If the relation 


1. S.R,I. pe5l 
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“between them is taken to be Samvaya, then also there would 
be difficulties. . If there is a difference between the 
thing and the sSamvaya relation, then one may ask, what is 
the relation which relates the thing and the samavaya ? 
if the thing and its quality are related by samvaya and the 
samavaya is related by another samavaya, then there would 
be an infinite regress, Therefore, samavaya relation is 
not possible between the self and its knowledge. Thus in 
this aspect, knowledge and the seit are identical and 
non-different (abheda) in the same way as fire and its heat 
are non-different. 

The Advaita Vedantists hold that ktowledge is the 
very stuff of the self. There is no difference between 
the self and knowledge, The self is knowledge as such. 
Sankara rejects the distinction between substance and’ 
attributes; there is, according to him, no perception of 
difference between a substance and its qualities. A quality 
is an intransitive property of a thing and hence cannot have 
a reference beyond the thing itself. Substance and its 
quality are identical in the same way as fire and its heat 
are identical, Thus there is no difference between the 
self and knowledge. 

The Jainas who are AnekSntvadins do not accept either 
complete non-difference or complete difference peeneen the 
self and knowledge. They assert the relation between them . 
is one of bhedabheda. They point out that although . 
‘knowledge is the essential quality of the self and ‘there is - 
non-difference between the two, sometimes in practice 
(Vyavhar) knowledge and self may be called different, when 
the self is used as Karta and knowledge is used as its 
Maran ; just as heat is the essential quality of fire. 


But sometimes 'fire' and thotness' are used in such a way 
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that they are peien to be different (bheda) as when, eeg., 
one says "Pire burns by its hotness" where fire is Karta 
and hotness is Karan, Si the two are different. In the 
Same way self and knowledge may be different in practical 
use (Vyavhir), as for example, when one says "One knows by 
Inowledge" (S#anenajanati). Thus in one aspect there is 
neal erenenes between enowiedas and che self, and in 
another aspect they are different, The Jainas do not 
accept the Nyaya view of complete difference and the Advaita 
view of complete non-difference between them. ‘Necomiiie 46 
the Jainas, they are neither completely different nor 
completely non-different,. Difference and non-differences 
are based on different aspects. 

2e is knowledge eternal or non-eternal ? 

The Jainas accept knowledge as both eternal and 
non-eternal but in two different aspects. In one sense, 
knowledge is eternal, and in another it is non-eternal, 
Knowledge is eternal in the sense that it is the essential 
sete BE the self. There is no self without knowledge 
whether an object is present or not. Even a the state of 
liberation, self possesses knowledge. Thus in one aspect, 
that is when knowledge is regarded as the essential quality 
of the self, it is eternal. But in another aspect, that is 
to say, in the sense of empirical knowledge, knowledge is 
non-eternal., Empirical knowledge is perishable, It arises 
when its object is present, and it disappears when theobject 
is absent, 

3. Sakara Jflanavada and its Criticism 
According to the Buddhists, knowledge possesses the 
form of the object, because knowledge arises from the 
object. The Jainas reject this view, They point out, that 


knowledge cannot be of the form of the object, because 
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knowledge is immaterial and what is immaterial cannot pocsess 
the form of what is material. The sky, @.g., is immaterial, 
and cannot have the for of material things. What possesses 
the form of an object is material, just as'a mirror. ‘The 
mirror can possess the oe of the object because it is 
itself material ; but knowledge cannot take the form of the 
object because it is immaterial. Everybody would agree to 
the truth of immateriality of knowledge. If knowledge 
contained the form or imase of the object, its image would 
be imperceptible because knowledge being very subtle is 
imperceptible, What is material is perceived only through 
the senses; it cannot be pérceived without them, 

That eewiedae weaedsecs the form of the object is 
not proved by perception 3; rather it contradicts perception: 
because everybody experiences his own knowledge of an object 
as ‘I know the jar', while nobody experiences a ikmowLedge as 
containing reflection of the object in a ditenen" If 
knowledge has the form of the object then there would be no 
experience of difference of time and space of sie ebseees:, 
the object would not be experienced as being far or near, 
past or present, It cannot also be said that the judgments 
of distance etc, are due to the real distance of the objects 
which cause the ibubedee: for we do not experience the 
distance or pastness in the mirror. If knowledge possesses 

hie the ‘form (blueness) of the object, it should also possess 
iS . “ 

the materiality (jadat&) of the object as much as, its 

blueness. If knowledge pocseseee nateniainty then it would | 

be material, and if it does not possesses the materiality 

then how ia materiality apprehended 2 If materiality is 

not apprehended, then the blueness also would not be 

apprehended, Otherwise either the two would be different 

2. pratyaksavirodhacca ; pratyaksena Vieayakararahitameva 
jhanan pratipurusamahamikaya ghatadigrahakamanubhuyate na 


punardarpanadivat pratibimbakrdritam. P.K.M, p.103. 
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or identical; if they (the blueness and the materiality) are 
‘Gigrercat; then how can it be that the apprehension of the 
suet Hienese) is also the apprehension of the other 
(materiality) ? If it would be so, that is, the Beoecieeaton 
of the one may be that of the other, then the ie ees iS of 
one eee may be also the apprehension of the whole . 
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universe”. If with the blue the nabenial also be apprehended, 
then are they apprehended in their own two different forms ? 
If it be said that the materiality is apprehended by a 
knowledge which does not have the form of that materiality, 
then why should not the same be true of the plue* ? 

‘The Buddhists argue that if all mnetedse were formless, 
then there would be no difference between knowledges of. 
different objects and every knowledge would know all naeete: 
The Jainas point out that this is not true, because every 
knowledge has some limitations and powers (yogyata) due to 


which it apprehends only one particular object, it does not 
apprehend other objects”. A Lamp does not have the form of 
the jar which it manifests and yet it manifests only this 
object and unt all objects, owing to certain inl actions, 
Further, if the knowledge had the form of the object, 
then the knowledge would become a prameya, it would not be 
pranmana, because the object is prameya. A knowledge cannot 
be both pramana and prameya, because pram@na and prameya 
are two different things; pramana is internal and eeneye 
is external, so they are apprehended in different ways. ) 


The sense organs do not apprehend the form of sense 


knowledge, Knowledge is apprehended as knowledge of the 


3. grahitasya stambhasya grahitamh trailokya ripam 
bhaveta. P.K.M, p.e104. 


4 aeons nilatapyatada karenaivanena pratiyatamh, P.K.M, 
Pei0O ° 


5. pratiniyata samarthyena, P.K.M., p.105. 
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object, not as the form of the object. Knowledge is always 
of the form "T know", while the object is manifested without 
reference to the 'I'. Therefore the two cannot be | 
identical. tf the object were a form of the knowledge, 
then one would feel "I am the Jar", which is sheura’, 
4, Is knowledge Svaprakada or paraprakaga 

The next ‘jumpopbant question about knowledge ie; how is 
the knowledge itself known ? According to the Jainas, the 
Buddhist school of Vijfanavadin, the Pra&bhakaras and the 
Advaita Vedanta, knowledge as Acnown by itself, Knowledge 
is by nature self-revealing, in the sense that it does not 
require anything else to reveal it or to know it. 
According to this view, knowledge is never an object of 
knowledge, but it immediately reveals itself. Though all 
these schools of philosophy agree as to the ee eee ee 
character of knowledge, yet there are some differences 
amongst them with regard to the precise nature of knowledge. 
According to.the Jainas, knowledge is both self-revealing 
and object-revealing. The VijMananvadins agree that 
knowledge is self-revealing, but they do not accept the 
existence of external objects apart from knowledge. They 
believe in identity of knowledge and object so that 
knowledge cannot be said to be revealing an object. The 
Prabhakaras are nearer to the Jainas than the Vijfdnavadins,. 
For, like the Jainas they believe in the existence of 
external objects. According to the Advaita Vedantists, 
‘knowledge is the essence of self or Brahwan:. AS such, 
knowledge is self-revealing or self-shining. On tie other 
hand, some like the Nyaya-Vaisgesikas and Kumaril hold 
Amewisdes as not self-revealing. According to the 


‘Nydya-Vaisesikas, knowledge is known not by itself but by 


6. P.KeM. po106 


vg 
another knowledge known as anuvyavasaya. Kumarila holds 


that knowledge is not self-revealing because it is by 


nature non-perceptible, and is to be known by means of an 


oA os 


inference, known as jhatatalingakanumana,. 


Hemchandra agrees ‘that knowledge is self-revealing or 
Svayatiprakas. In the judgment "I know the jar", like the 
subject and the object the knowledge also is manifested, 

If the knowledge were not itself known, it could not make 
its object known. If we require another knowledge to know 
a knowledge, there would be the fallacy of infinite regress. 
Further, it it be said that the knowledge is known only 
after the object is known, there would be the fallacy of 
circularity, for the object cannot be known unless the 
knowledge is known. It eaanoe be objected that if knowledge 
is known then it becomes Like another object and so ceases 
to be knowledge. For, when iwowledee is known it is ape 
as knowledge, just as the subject is known as subject and 
the object is known as object. In fact there is no Fault 
if knowledge becomes an object of knowledge, for it is 
knowledge in relation to its object and it is an epgact in 
relation to itself’. 

That knowledge is See Gentine may be proved by the 
following inference : Knowledge reveals its object onlyif 
while Sarees itself, for it reveals, as in the case of 
a lamp. A lamp both reveals an object and reveals itself, 
So also is knowledge. We may also infer as follows : 
Whatever is not self-revealing does not reveal ‘an object, 
as in the case of a jar. 

Thus the Jainas define knowledge as Svaparavyavasayt~ 


jfianamn, Knowledge is that which reveals itself as well as_ 


the object, 


Ve P.M., PeBe 
8. arthape-Ksayanubhiititvat svapeksaya'nubhavyatvat, P.H. 
Ped : 
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There is no person who knows the object without knowing 
that he knows it. To know an object means one must ees the — 
knowledge that he knows it. Thus knowledge of an object is 
known automatically with the object. For example, when one 
sees the jar in day time, ne ees the light of the sun 
automatically with the object. In the same way, when one 


‘knows the jar he automatically knows that he knows the jar. 


(a) The Vijflanavadin view of self-revealing 


knowledge, And criticism by the Jainas 


According to Vijfidnavadin, there are no objects apart 
from cognition 3 a particular piece of cognition is possessed 
of a particular form. In Stine words, if objects exist, 
they become objects of knowledge through ideas which take 
the form of objects. Therefore we are conscious of ideas 
and things together, the two are therefore not different, 
There is no difference between object and its knowledge, 
There is no difference between blue and knowledge of blue, 
‘All the properties are subjective forms. . There are no 
objects independent of us; when we speak of such, we use 
words only. Outer objects are non-existent. These are 
fictitious, Due to some defect in eyes one sees double 
moon; in the same way, the objects seem to us as real but 
vnene as no existence of outer object apart from knowledge, 
The object and its knowledge are one, 

This is rejected by the Jainas, They believe in the 
existence of objects apart from their knowledge. Knowledge. 
“is self-revealing as well as object-revealing, The ere 
ask : How is it known that cognitions alone are there ? 

Is it by perception, or by inference ? The Jainas point 
out that it cannot be known by perception, because the 
ubGiaees that there are only cognitions voule toquice the 
‘knowledge that there are no objects. But the non-existence 


of objects cannot be apprehended by perception because 


GG harris ~ 
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without an existent object, perception is not possible’, 


‘The Jainas reject also the view that outer objects are 


fictitious like the double moon ; one may perceive owing 
to defective eyes ; the right knowledge of one moon proves 
the existence of the moon, If perception cannot prove the 
wouwecietanse of object, inference also cannot prove it. 
For, all such inference will be contradicted by peeceptien 
and so will become invalid. . 

The Vijianavadin may argue that the law of 
Shoplanbha proves that the object and its knowledge are 
not different but one. The Jainas do not accept this; they 
point out that an ohyeae and its knowledge are not 
none-different, for, there is no perceptual iiswieaus of 
their non-difference, Recourse 

Knowledge and object oe not one, only #f they are 
apprehended in thé” one and the wens time. In jire day time, 
the colour of an object and the light of the sun are 
apprehended together but they are different '”. In the same 
way, the. fact that knowledge and object are always together 
apprehended cannot make them one. 

Again, the Jainas ask, what is meant by the word 
Sahopalambha_ used as the hetu. Does Sahopalambha mean 
the simultaneous apprehension (Yugapad) of the object and 
its knowledge, or does it mean the mere absence of 
apprehending them one after another (Kramenop i ambh&bhave) 
or does it mean that only one thing is aoanensided | 
(skeofLasithna) 2 In the first case, if 'sahopalambha' means_ 
simuléaneous apprehension of object and knowledge, then the 


hetu would be viruddha, because, the word 'Saha' is used 


in order to relate two different entities, aS, E€e&s; 


9. na tavat pratyaksamh bahirartha sansaparsa rahitamn, 
P.KIM. pe77e 


10, ripalokayoh bhinnayorapi sahopalambhaniyamasambhavat, 
P.K.M. pe80 
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"The teacher comes with (saha) the disciple". The word 
'sahat does not make them (knowledge and object) one, 

And if there is a difference between the two then how can 
they be called identical ? In the second case, if 
Sahoplambha means mere absence of the apprehending the 
object and knowledge one after ano ther (Kramenoplambhabhavo) 


then the hetu would be asiddha, because both the 

Vi jflanavadins and the Jainas reject only such , 
non-existence, If Sahopalambha means the apprehension of 
one, because there is no difference between object and 
knowledge, then what is meant by the ‘one! ? Does ‘one! 
mean the identity of the two, the object and its 
knowledge ? If Sahopalambha is used in the sense of 


identity of knowledge and object, then the hetu would be 


4 + He 
Sadhyasam. Because, knowledge is internal and object is ae 
t 
: X 


external entity, how would their identity be perceived ? 
Again, when you say that ‘one't is apprehended ( oko bambi) 
then is 4 meant by tonetonly knowledge or only , 

object ? If ‘one's apprehension denotes only knowledge 
tek the argument would go wrong because there is no 
difference between object and knowledge according to 
Vijhanavading, If Vijiiamavadins mean by "one apprehension" 
only that of the object, then how would the object be 


apprehended without the existence of knowledge ? 
12 


a 
Thus, the Jainas reject the Shopalambhaniyam . 


They hoid that ebsect and its knowledge are not one but 
they are different. An object can exist apart from 
knowledge, There is difference in their nature, 
Knowledge is of the nature of apprehender ( grahak’) and 
the object is of the nature of the apprehended (grahya). 


If there would be no difference in their nature, then the 


object could apprehend knowledge, 


12. grahaka-svariipam hi vijhanam niladikamh tu grahya~— 
svartpam. P.K.M. p82 ) 


1% 

The Vijnanavadins askj if knowledge is different from 
the object and it manifests the outer objects, then how 
does it manites’ the outer object ? In order to manifest 
the object does knowledge have some activity or not 
(savyapara or nirvyapara ) ? Does knowledge possess some 
form or not ? (sakara ae nieeiees) ? Does knowledge 
manifest its object in one and the same time or in 
different times ? In the first case, the jsihae would 
reply, knowledge apprehends the object by its very nature 
of manifestation. Knowledge is of the nature of 
manifestation and the object 25 of the ‘aves 
manifestedness, pererore ane objection that if knowledge 
knowes itself, it cannot also know the object, is not 
valid. | 

In the shawn case, knowledge is neither Nirvydpara 

Yior savypara; it manifests itself and the object aus. 46 
its very nature, just as the lamp manifests itself and the 
object without requiring to be aeriwe in some other waye 
There is no need for any Vyaparativity for manifesting the 
object, 

To the third alternative the Jainas would reply that 
knowledge is formless according to the Jainas and it has 
been explained already. 

In the fourth case, the Jainas point sue that those 
who believe in momentariness of objects, cannot ask the 
question, does knowledge manifest its object in one and 

. the same time or in different times ? Because for them 
knowledge und object both = momentary. The Jainas 
point out that knowledge may manifest the object in 
different times also, as in the case of inference, Thus 
with the neip of;ahore i ae Jainas prove that 


the object exists apart from their knowledge; and 


knowledge is self-revealing as well as object-revealing. 


12 


(b) The Paraprakaga Theories of knowledge and 
criticism by the Jainas. Anuvyavasayavada 
and. criticism 
The Nafaya-Vaisesikas believe in the theory of paraprakaga. 
According to them, knowledge is not a knowledge about . 
itself, for its whole nature is to apprehend its object 
and not itself. Thus knowledge cannot be known by itself. 
Knowledge itself is known by a mental perception. Just as > 
an object is manifested by a knowledge, so one ineypsage 
is manifested by another, First, there is the knowledge 
of an object (vyavasaya), and then another knowledge of 
that knowledge, that is; there is an after-cognition. The 
.Nyaya-Vaisesikas call it anuvyavasaya of the first knowledge. 
According to the Jainas, knowledge reveals both itself 
ae its object. In the judgment, "I know the jar", one not. 
only knows the jar but also that he knows the jar. In other 
words, if the knowledge were not itself known, it could not 
make its object known. ‘The nature of knowledge is 
Somparauie tc a lamp; just as a lamp manifests the object 
and itself, and does. not require another light to manifest 
' itself, so also knowledge does not need another knowledge, 
to manifest itself. If knowledge is known by. another 
knowledge, then that other knowledge must have some other 
knowledge to know it, and in this way there would be an 
infinite regress. 

The Jainas ask, what do the Naiyayikas mean by 
knowledge of the object 7 ? Do. they mean the manifestation 
of only the object, or the manifestation also of the object. 
(tone with other things ) ? The Jainas point out that in the 
first case, i.ee, if they mean by the manifestation of the 
' object the manifestation only of the object, then there 


would be the fallacy of pratyaksa viruddha. Because, there 


13% Kim ca arthagrahanam buddhi ityatra kim 'arthasyaiva | 
grahanam buddhit ityavadharyate, kih va arthasyapi ? 
N.K.C. $ p.184 
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is not only the perceptual knowledge of the object, everybody 
knows that he knows the object. If one knows the blue he 
cannot know the blue without knowing that he knows the blue, 
An object is apprehended by the manifestation of its 
knowledge, therefore there is no difference between the 
manifestation of an object and that of its knowledge, An 
object is manifested by knowledge, therefore the 
manifestation of the object proves the manifestation of 
khowledge. For example when one ‘apprehends blue he also 
apprehends its nature blueness; in the same way, when 
knowledge manifests the object it ee pe es itself also, 
that is when one knows the ébieek: he also knows that he 
knows the ob ject; without knowing that he knows the object, 
he cannot know the object. 

In the second case, i.e., they mean by manifestation, 
the manifestation also of the object, then the Jainas would 
agree with them for, they also accept the manifestation of 
‘knowledge and also of object, Thus in both Sage. whatever 
they may mean by knowledge of object, the manifestedness of 
knowledge is also proved, | 

According to the Naiyayikas, knowledge is known by 
another ichowledzé; the first knowledge is known by a second 
knowledge, And it is because the two knowledges happen in 
quick succession that we do not notice their difference, 

The Jainas reject this view. They point out that the 
same account should lead one to accept the doctrine of 
momentariness of every thing. ors one could argue that 
owing to quick succession the moments are not Gistiveuieneal” 

Again, the Jainas ask : at the time of second knowledge, 
is the first knowledge present or not ? If the first 
maowieane- a6 present at the time of the second knowledge, 


then the Naiyaikas' own thesis will be contradicted, because 


th, Kathamh evamh sarvabhavanam ksanikatvam na syat, 


N.K.C. p.186. 
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the first knowledge would disappear when the second knowledge 
will appear, the sense knowledge would disappear when mental 
perception will appear, And how could the mental perception 
of the first knowledge take place en the first eieuieaze 
itself does not exist ? . 

Again, the Naiyaikas argue that knowledge is not 
self=-revealing,.- ti oopedis only its object, not itself. 

If knowledge reveals itself by its own nature then there would 
be the fallacy of pratyaksabadhit for, knowledge itself is, 
known by mental perception. It cannot be known by itself as 
. sword cannot cut itself, The objection that if Imowledge . 
knows itself there would be the difficulty. that it would te 
the object of its own activity (gvatmanikriyavirodha) is also 
not valid, for the Naiyadyikas accept that God's kikowledge is 
self-revealing and it is universally well known that a lamp 
manifests itself. if there is no contradiction here there 
eannet be any contradiction in taking all knowledge as self- 
revealing '? 

.The next apeanent of the Jainas is that knowledge does 
not produce itself but it antesats itself, just as a lamp 
does not produce itself but manifests itself. The 
Naiyayikas point out here that just as an object does not 
manifest itself knowledge also cannot manifest itself. The 
Jainas reply that this is not true, They ask : what do you 
mean by saying that a knowledge does not manifest itself ? 

Do you mean that knowledge is not apprehended in outer space 
in the same way as an object is apprehended ? Or, do you 
mean that just as knowledge is directed towards its object, 
so it is not directed towards itself ? In the first case the 
Jainas would agree with the Naiydyikas, because the external 


objects like jar etc, are apprehended in space, but knowledge 


15. isvarajfianena pradipa\yAlokena ca anekantat, na hi 
| igvarajiiadnam svaprakdgane. jfiandantaram apeksyate, 
N.K.C., p.el87. 
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is an internal swaeet and so cannot be apprehended in outer 
space, If knowledge is regarded as imperceptible on the 
ground that it is not perceived like outer objects in space, 
then the Jainas could also say that siten objects are 
imperceptible on the ground that they are not perceived, 
like knowledge, within. 

In tne eacond case, i.e., if the Naiyayikas mean that 
as the knowledge apprehend the object, it cannot apprehend 
itself, then the Jainas would reply that this is not correct. 
For, the judgment "I know the jar" shows that the object, 
the jar and its knowledge both are known. If it be doubted 
whether the latter is known, there may also be doubt 
whether the former is known, 

Again, the Naiydyikas Sain sant do the Jainas mean by 
saying that a knowledge manifests its object and manifests 
itself also ? Does knowledge manifests its object and 
manifests itself also ? ‘Does knowledge’ possess two different 
natures to manifest two differant things, or does it manifest 
the object by the same nature by which it also manifests 
itself ? As against these arguments the Jainas could reply 
that the supposed infinite regress arises only if we accept 
either complete identity or complete difference, It does not 
arise if we accept the Jaina theory of Anekantavada. 

Are these two aspects non-different or different ? 
If they are non-different then it ease we decided whether 
they are the same as.or different from the knowledge whose - 
aspects they are. If they are different, then it may be 
further asked, are they self-revealing or are they known by 
the knowledge whose aspects they are, In the first case we 
have three self-revealing knowledges = the knowledge and its 
two aspects. Each one of these again will have two aspects 
in so far as it manifests itself and its object, This would 


lead to an infinite regress, On the second alternative, if 
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the two aspects which are seuponaivid for the manifestation 
of knowledge and of the object, are also objects of that: - 
knowledge, there would be another infinite regress, All 
these difficulties are avoided by the Jainas by Welding: 
that there is neither complete identity nor complete 
difference between the two aspects and the ienbuisdees” 


(c) Kumarila'ts theory of Knowledge (Parsnuneye) 
and Criticism by the Jainas, 


Kumarila regards knowledge as not self-revealing 
(P Parapraksea) in the sense of being “inferentially, known 
by some thing other than itself" (para-anumeya), for 
according to him knowledge is by nature non-perceptible 
(paroksa) and is to be known by means of an inference. 
The Bhatta argument may be stated thus : Whatever is not 
given as an object ficgiandeveaa) is not perceived, 
Knowledge can never be given as an object, therefore 
knowledge cannot be perceived, Even if knowledge is 
perceived, another knowledge would be required as the 
instrument for this perception, If this knowledge again 
is to be perceived then we shall need a third knowledge and 
in this manner there would be an infinite regress. If the 
second knowledge can be an instrument without itself being 
perceived, then why cannot the first knowledge also do its 
job without being perceived, The Bhattas therefore hold 
that knowledgeis not perceived at all. Knowledge is 
neither self-manifested nor directly perceived, but inferred 
from the character of "Knowness" (Jnatata)in the object 
that has been known, 

This argument is rejected by the Jainas on the 
following grounds, '/ The reason advanced by the Bhattas is 
not satisfactory, for although the self and the result of 
pramana both are never given as objects yet they are 
directly perceived, The self is immediately perceived by 


16. P.K.M., pei48,. 
17. SRI. pe213. 
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every one, ieee. Gansedee be no doubt that the result 
of a pramana namely the manifestation of the object is 
directly perceived. if the Bhattas reply that these two 
cases are the only exception to the rule atieetne self 
is perceived at Karta and the manifestation is penceived 
as result of knowledge (pramanaphala), then the Jainas 
would reply that the same exception can be made also in 
the eis of knowledge which is given as karan or an 
instrument, . 

The Bhattas have argued that knowledge is not directly 
“known because it is not given as an object. The Jainas 
ask, what is meant by the hetu in this mx inference ? 

If knowledge cannot be an object for any ramana., then: the 
very existence of the knowledge cannot be established. 

It would be as fictitious as the horn of a hare, If 
knowledge becomes a fiction, then all objects of knowledge 
would become unreal, because the object of knowledge can - 
be proved to be real only with the help of knowledge. 

Thus there would be Sarvastnyatavad or universal nihilism. 

It cannot be said that the nature of knowledge is such 
that it cannot be known, for the invenast experience of 
mankind would contradict such a hypothesis, Everyone has 
the experience 'I know!. 

That knowledge is directly perceived may be proved 
in the following way : 

Whatever manifests an object as qualified by is Cun 
form is itself perceived, as for example the light of a 
lamp, Knowledge manifests its object as naw Therefore 


knowledge is directly perecuveds © 


18, Yat svakaropahitah akarantaramaypalambhyati tat 
paroksam na bhavati pratyaksam va bhavati, yatha 
pradipddhyalokah, upalambhayati ca jilanan 
svakaropahitam niladikdémhn iti, N.K.C. p.177. 
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5. Nature of Object 


Regarding the mture of the object, five different etous 
are found in Indian Philosophy!?: the view of absolute 
permanence (keval nityavad), the view of absolute change 
(keval anityavad), the view of the permanent which yet 
undergoes transformations (Parinaminityavada), and the view | 
of both change and pesunencer (adiva ani eye ubhayavad), and 
the view of permanence coupled with change - | 
(nitya-anityatmkavad). The Advaita Vedantists accept the 
first views the view of absolute permanence because melee: 
to them change is mere appearance (abhasmatra). The 
_Buddhists believe in the second view of absolute change for 
they are momentarists. The Samkhya and Yoga schools accept 
the third view; they hold that every thing apart from 
conscious elements is a transformation of a permanent 
‘substance. According to the Nyaya-Vaidesikas, certain 
entities are absolutely permanent and certain others 
absolutely changing. The Jainas hold thhat everything is 
permanent as well as changing. That is, a real entity is 
of the form of a substance and its modes, (dravyaparyayatmak) 
of the form of something permanent as well as ohana tne 
Hem Chandra rejects the view of absolute permanence held by 
the Vedantista and the ee of absolute change held by the 
Buddhists, and defends logically the Jaina view of 7 
permanence coupled with change, 

The object of knowledge is defined by Hem Chandra 
thus : (dravyaparyayatmkam-vastu) or Reality is of the 
nature of something permanent as well as change, An object 


‘is both permanent and changing in the sense that its 


‘qualities and modes are in a process of change while the 


object is permanent, Thus in respect of qualities the 


19, Pt.Sukhalalji, Advanced studies in Indian logic and 
metaphysics, p.110. 


'20.° PeMey 1015930, 
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object is changing, and in respect of the object itself it 
is permanent. By accepting the view that the object is of the 
form of substance and its modes, the form of something 
permanent and something changing, Hem Chandra rejects the 
view of the others who held that the object is not permanent 
and changing at the same time or that the object is either 
absolutely permanent or absolutely changing. 

The opponents ask, why cannot the object of knowledge 
be the substance only or the mode only or both the substance 
and modes separately ? Hem Chandra replies that the object 
which kas the capacity to perform a function is the object 
of knowledge and such an objectis of the nature of 
permanence and change at once, Ohly such an object which is 
both permanent and changing can have caused efficiency”! 

Casual efficiency is the defining character of reality. 
Ohly that which can produce an effect is reat And only 
such an object is known by a pramana. It is only a person 
who desires something who takes recourse to a pramana. 
Through a pratiina he determines the nature of an object and 
has his desires fulfilled. If the object of pram&ana did not 
‘have eee seeiciancy then no one will take the help of 
pramana, The substance without its modes cannot be able to 
perform the function. In order to reject the view of 
absolute permanence, he asks, if knowledge is only of the 
nature of permanence then how is it able to perform a 
function ? Will it do it gradually or will it do it at once ? 
It cannot be done gradually. If there is only the soumanane: 
substance, then there can be no change of the things. A 
merely permanent substance cannot produce its effect 
gradually, for it should produce its effects in the very 


first moment. If it waits for some time to do it, then it 


21. arthakriyasamarthyat, P.M. 1.1.31. 
22. P.Me 141-32. 
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really does not have the power to produce the effect, 

It may be replied that although the substance has the 

power it may still wait for the auxiliary (sahakari) 

causes, But this is not a satisfactory answer, because 
what dexends upon other factors for producing its effect 
does not really have the power. The dependent is powerless, 
The opponent might argue that it is not the substance which 
Gepenae on the other factors, but it is the effect which 
waits for them. But Hem Chandra does not accept this 
answer, If the cause has really the power then we cannot 
understand why it cannot produce the effect unless the 
other factors are present. Do the auxiliary factors 
produce in the cause some excellence (upak€ri) or not ? 

If they do not produce any Upakar then the same problem 
remains, If they do produce some Upakadr, then we have to 
ask, whether the original cause is different or non~-different 
from this Upakar. If they are non-~different, then the 
cause itself is produced by the auxiliary factors, which 

is stadea. If they are different, how can we say that this 
Upakar belongs to that cause ? It may be suggested that 
they nes) be different but related. But then the question 
is, what could be the relation between a cause and the 
Upakar produced in it. The relation cannot be sashyoga, 

for samyoga holds good between substances, It conaee be 
Samavaya, for the Jainas do not accept the relation of 
Sanavayen | 

. Again, the permanent substance cannot produce its effect 
suddenly. Because, all the effects cannot be seen as 
produced at once, .If in the first moment all the effects 
are produced at once, then what would be done in the other 
moments ? If the cause produces some effects in the second, 


third and other moments, then there would be the same 
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difficulties as we have seen in the first case. If no 
effect is produced in the second moment then it would become 
unreal, for only that which produces is: real. Thus a 
Sehaiss qevueneut substance cannot produce its effect either 
gradually or all at once, Therefore it does not have 
casual efficiency and it is not real, 

On the other hand, only the modes which we are 
changing cannot also be able to produce effect gradually. 
Because they are momentary and they have no permance in time 
and space. Due to permanence a function is performed in 
different times and spaces. The:merely changing thing 
cannot be able to do so, 7 

Then the Buddhists might reply that though the 
momentary real cannot produce effect in succession, yet we 
can ascribe succession to a series, but Hem Chandra replies 
that a series is not real. If the series were real, we have 
to say whether it is momentary or not ? If it is not 
momentary, then the same difficulty as before arises, If 
it is not momentary, then we are giving up the theory that 
the boat is only change, 

The momentary real cannot produce its effect all 
at once. If a momentary cause produces two dageeecnt 
effects, then these two effects being produced by the same 
nature of the cause would become identical. It may be 
suggested that the different effects are produced by 
different aspects of the cause. For example, some may be §. 
produced by the material cause, some by. the auxiliary sues. 
To this suggestion we might ask, do these causes belong to 


the nature of the one momentary cause or do they not. If 


‘they do not belong to its nature then they cannot be said to 


be aspects of the same thing, If they belong to its nature 


‘then we have to ask, how these different aspects are 


compatible with the unity of the cause. Thus the momentary 
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real cannot produce effect either gradually or in succession. 
Therefore it does not possess casual efficiency and so is 
not real. 

The opponent eee ask, even if the object is both 
dravya (Substance) and paryaya (mode) how can it have the 
casual efficiency ? They point out that an object which is 
both dravya and paryaya cannot produce its effects either 
gradually or all at once, A real, even it is both 
permanent and changing cannot produce its eekeet gradually 
for if it has the power then it cannot take time, it cannot 
also wait for auxiliary factors. The paryayas being 
momentary cannot also produce effect in succession mr can 
the real produce effect all at once, for in that case it 
‘cannot exist in the next moment because the same difficulties 
as before seem to arise even in the Jain theory. This 
objection is answered by Hem Chandra thus. 

The casual efficiency of such a real is explained by 
parinama (result) whose nature consists in the preceeding 
state giving up its form and the succeeding state taking a 
new form through the suibateaiee remains the same, . 

Reality is neither mere dravya not mere pryaya, 
nor does it consist of both dravya and paryaya, but it is 
of a mixed character consisting in origination, destruction 
and permanence’? Such a real produces its effects either 
gradually depending on auxiliary factors or all at once, 
The auxiliary factors produce in it some upakar which is 
both different and non-different from the object. In this 
way all the difficulties are answered and Hem Chandra 
concludes that the object of knowledge is reality which is 


of the nature of both dravya and paryaya. 


23. Kintu sthitutpadvyayadtmakamn sabalam jatyantarameva 
vastu, P.M. 1o1e336 
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The Classification of Knowledge 


In the Jaina works, knowledge is classified in two 


different ways; the Agamic Classification and the logical 


classification of knowledge. The Agamic classification is ~ 


older than the logical classification. 


According to the Agamic Classification knowledge is 


classified in three different ways. 


I) 


IT) 


2 


According to the first, knowledge is divided into 
five types. In Bhagavatisutra, Knowledge is said 
to be of five types. (i) Abhinibodhik, (ii) Srut, 
(iii) avadhi (iv) manahparyaya and (v) keval. The 
first two are sensuous knowledges and the later 
three are transcendental knowledges, 

According to the second view, knowledge is divided 


mainly into two types, pratyaksa and paroksa and 


these two knowledges have been subdivided into 


five types. Under pratyaksa come Keval, Avadhi 
and Manahparyaya j and under paroksa come 
abhinibodhik and Srut. | 

This classification is found in Sthanang Sutra. 
Umaswatit in his Tattwarthastitra classified 
knowledge on this basis. 


The Table of the Second Agamic View 


KNOWLEDGE 
ee 


1 


1 


Pratyaksa Paroksa 
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1 


1 
Avadhi 


IIL) 


" Manahparyaya abhinibodhik Srut 


‘qoc° 
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The Nandi sutra classifies knowledge in a 
different way. At first knowledge is divided into 


two types = pratyaksa and paroksa. The former is 


divided into five types of sensuous knowledge and 


24, Malavaniya, Agamayuga Ka Jain daragana; p,.127=-147, 
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three types of transcendental knowledge; and paroksa 
is divided again into two types of sensuous 


knowledges. 
The Table of the Third View 


Knowledge 


Pratyaksa Parolksa 
2 H H : , ; : 
1.Srotreindriya 1. Avadhi Abhinibodhik Srut 
2.Caksunidriya 2. Mananhparyaya 
3eghranendriya 3. Keval 


4. jvhendriya 
5eSsparsendriya 


The main point of the Agamic classification is that 
it does not come in under the influence of the theories of 
pramana. Although knowledge is divided as pratyaksa and 
paroksa, yet the words pratyaksa and paroksa are used in 
different senses, not in the senses of the theories of 
praman. iIn the first Agamic view, knowledge is classified 
only in five types. In the second Agamic view, knowledge 
at first divided in two types and then subdivided in five 
types. Here the word pratayaksa denotes direct knowledge 
which arises directly by the power of the self without 
the help of the sense organs. And the word paroksa denotes 
‘indirect Knowledge’ which arises with the Help of the 
sense organs. These direct and Eigeebet knowledges may 
be called as supersensuous or nonsuous knowledges, 
According to the third view, knowledge is divided as 
pratyaksa and paroksa. In this classification, the main 
point is this that the sensuous knowledge also comes under’: 
pratyaksa. According to this view, pratyaksa is of two 
types, the indriya pratyaksa or the sensuous knowledge, 
and noindriyapratyaksa or the transcendental knowledge, 
It seems that the third view of Agamic classification is 
influenced by the other systems of Indian a er ee 


Because this classification accepts pratyaksa as the 
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sensuous knowledge as in the other systems, While in the 
second View of Agamic classification, pratyaksa is held as 
only transcendental knowledge, Nandikara is the first, 
amongst the Jainas who introduce pratyaksa in the sense 

of sensuous kmowledge. He divided pratyaksa into two 
classes (1) the indriya pratyaksa or the sensuous knowledge 


and (2) noindriyapratyaksa or the transcendental knowledge. 


The first is of five types and the second is of three 
types. And these two types of pratyaksa are accepted by 
the Jainas. Later on, these two are called like 
samvyavharik pratyaksa or sensuous perception and mukhy¢ 
pratyaksa or transcendental perception in the logical 
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CHAPTER 2 


JAIN THEORY OF PRAMANA 


1. Prama and Pramana 

In Indian philosophy, two words are used to stand for 
knowledge: 'Jnana' and 'Prama'. 'j#ana' means all kinds 
of knowledge, true or false. But the word 'Prama! is used 
only in the sense of true knowledge or Yathartha Jfana. 
True knowledge or yathartha jllana is distinct from false 
knowledge. In other words, the word 'Jiana'is used for 
knowledge from the psychological standpoint; knowledge or 
djfana die taken to mean any cognition of an object, while 
the word 'pramat is used inthe logical sense, Prama means 
right or true knowledge of an object, Thus in the Logical 
sense knowledge is that wailen is true. Anda knowledge is 
true when it represents its object with that nature and 
character which belong to it. All philosophers accept 
prama in the sense of valid knowledge but they hold 
different views as regards the meaning of validity or truth 
of knowledge. For example, the Naiyayikas regard true 
knowledge or prama as true presentational knowledge, 
The Buddhists hold that the truth of (yatharthanubhava) 
knowledge consists in its practical value. According to 
the Advaita Vedantists, the truth of knowledge consists in 
its non-contradictedness, The Mimamsakas hold that the 
truth of knowledge consists, in noventy, and uncontradicted- 
ness$ that is, prama is defined as uncontradicted 
knowledge whose object was not known before (anadhigat). 
According to the Jainas, judgmental knowledge which is 
other than doubt, error, etc, is true knowledge or prama, 
in other words, right judgment about an object is pramai~® 
The special sourse of prama or valid knowledge is” 


called pramana. Pramana is defined as the karan or the 


26. P.Me; Dede 
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extraordinary cause of a pram& or right knowledge. 
Generally speaking, we may say that pramana is the means of 
right knowledge. It is that which gives us right knowledge 


ais 
gone Though all accept pramaéna as the karan or the 


extraordinary means of prama yet there are differences of 
opinion about the characteristics of karana or pramana. 
Thus the philosophers have different views regarding the 
nature of pramana. 


The older Naiyayikas define pramana as the cause of an 
= 27 


Cr, 
apprehension of object. (Upalabdhihetupramanam). The 


Bauddhas define praniana as uncontradicted experience 
28 
(Pramananh avisamvadijiianam)., According to the Bhattas, 


pramana is that which gives us new knowledge, that is a 


true knowledge of objects of which we have had no knowledge 
a “ta 7 _  ,. 89 
in the past (andhigatathabhutartha Niscaydkah pramanam). 


a 


According to the Samkhya, mental modification is ramana, 
the self knows an object through a mental modification 
{Buddhi vrtti). 

Generally the Jainas define pramana as knowledge which 


reveals itself and its object, and which must be 
° 30 
determinate. (Sva-para vyavasayi jhanam pramanam). 


It is the definition of pramana commonly given by the Jaina 
logicians. But the different logicians of different times 
have also defined pramana_ in their own ways. Though the 
definitions are different, yet the meanings of them are not 
very different. The first great logician Sidhasena defines 


'pramana't as, "pramana is knowledge which is self-revealing - 
‘ 31 


and object-revealing ad which is free from contradictions", 
Akalanka, the systematizer of Jaina logic, defines pramana 
using the adjective anadhigaiy (unknown) for the object of 


pramana, That is, "pram@na is knowledge which is uncontradi- 
—s, : $3. 
ected and which manifests the unknown object." Manikyanandi, 


27. N. Bhasya, pe226 a 
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31. pramanamh sva-parabhasi badhavivarjitam, NwAeV., 142. 

32. pramaénam avisamvadijnanam anadhigatarthadhigama 
laksanatvat, A.S. pe175. 
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a follower of Akalanka, defines pramana by using the word 
apurva in the same sense as Akalanka. But he has used also 
the other adjective 'sva't which came from Siddhasena,. 

Thus Manikyanadi defines "Pramana" as the knowledge 
which reveals itself and the unknown object and which is 
idotemueadene 

Vidyanandi and Vadideviasuri define pramana in 

another way. They do not use words like'anadbigat', 


‘avisamvadi', ‘apurva' etc. They simply define it as svarth 


vyavasSyitmakain jfianar praminam or as'sva-par vyavasayi 
jhanan pramanain'. According to Vidyanandi, "Pramana" is 
the knowledge which reveals itself and the object and it mus: 
be determinate (vyavasiyatmakam or vyavasayi). Since the 
object of pramana may be known or unknown, the words 
 "anadhigat" and "apurva" as used by Akalanka and 
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Manikyanandi are useless, Hem Chandra defines pramana 


as "Samyager th Nirnaya prananan. It means that pramana 


is the Inowledge which possesses the property of truly 
determining the nature of object. The definition may also 
be stated in the form of an inference of the following 
form, "This knowledge truly determines the nature of its 
object, because it is a “pramana,." 

"Artha" is that which is an object of right knowledge, 
'Nirnaya't means judgmental knowledge which is: other than 
doubt, error etc, Though, they are knowledge yet are not 
. pramana, The word 'samyak' is the adjective of the word 
nirnaya. 'Samyak'! nirnaya means right judgment. To 
acquire true knowLedge right judgment is necessary. The 
object itself is not right or wrong, Thus 'samyak' means 
to be true of the object, or sod to be contradictory of the 
object. Therefore, the definition excludes error. 


a ee ee ae ae ee | EP ae ee 
33. -svapurvarthavyavasayatmakam jnanam pramanam, P.K.M. 1. 
i ae ee ee, 
34, tat svarth&@Avyavasayatma—jhanam m yitiyata, 
laksanenagtarthatvat vyartham anyada videsanam. T-SeVe;s 
T7y Del74. 
35. PeMey 14142. 
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The older Jaina philosophers, as we have described above, 
define pramana by saying that knowledge is pramana, sii Gh 
reveals itself and its object. Hem Chandra aocepts that 
knowledge is self-revealing, But he does not take it to be 
a definition of pramana. Because this property of being 
self-revealing belongs to all knowledge including the. false 
ones. Therefore, he says that we cannot define a pramdana 
with the help of this property. | 

Again, pramana is knowledge because it enabies us to 
accept the acceptable (Upadeya) eninge ood to reject the 
things which are not acceptable nese. It has the power 
to lead to an acceptance or rejection of things, and so it 
must be of the nature of knowledge. There are two kinds of 
objects, They are cither heya i.e. an object of hatred, 
or upadeya, i.e. an object of desire. We get the sense of 
what object we should accept or what object we should 
reject due to knowledge. Knowledge alone pwssesses this 
capacity. Thus knowledge is pramana. There is a third kind 
of object which is neither desivable nor inaewivavis but 
which is the object of indifference. One does not possess 
any kind of feeling towards such object. For example, 
walking on grass one is indifferent to the grass under one's 


feet. Even such upeksaniya objects are manifested by 


foe 


pramana. 


Pramana is knowledge, because it enables us to accept 
2 amena 
or reject an object. The manifestation of an object is due 
to the capacity of knowledge. In manifestation of knowledge 
neither the object comes to the agent nor the agent comes 
to the object. It is the knowledge itself which manifests 
37 
the object. Therefore, pramana is knowledge, which is the 
extraordinary cause of the manifestation of an object. But 


when one actually gets his desired object, it is not due to 


36. abhimatanabhimata vastu sVikadra tiraskara ksamama hi 
pramanam ato jNanamevedam., P.N.T. 1.3. 
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the pramana which manifests the object. In other words, 

at first knowledge manifests object and the activity of 
getting the object depends on the knowledge. If there were 
no knowledge, there would be no activity directed towards 
the object. This may be seen in every day experience, 

The prapakattva of a pramana does not depend upon activity. 
When we see the sun or the moon, such knowledge may not give 
rise to any activity and yet the knowledge does manifest its 
object, 

Since the pramana is to be a knowledge which has the 
capacity for accepting or rejecting an object, nothing that 
is not knowledge, for example, the sense-object contact, 
cannot be called pram&na, | 


2. Newdya definition of Pramana, and its criticism 


The older Naiyayikas define pramana as the eause of 
our apprehension of object (Upalabdhihetupramanam). 
Hem Chandra asks, what is meant by the "Cause" here ? If 
ail causes are meant, then even the object of knowledge and 
the subject of knowledge would become pramana, for they also 
are.amongst the causes of a knowledge. Therefore, by cause 
is meant not all causes but karan, that is a special cause 
which being present the effect immediately follows. But the 
Jainas point out that on this definition of Karan, the 
contact of the senses with the object cannot be the karan, 
for it does not immediately give rise to Upalabdhi. What — 
immediately causes Upalabdhi is knowledge. Therefore, only 
knowledge deserves to be called pramana. Only knowledge is 
the contact is ieceeueeioan: therefore, it cannot manifest 
itself, What is not able to manifest ttself cannot manifest 
an object: for example, a jar, Therefore, oc ee 


contact cannot by itself manifest an object, 


According to the Nyaya view, there are six kinds 


38, N.Bhagya. Page 226 
39. PoMe, 1.128, 
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of Sannikarsa or sense object contact :- Samnyoga, 


sathyukta-samvaya, samukta-samveta samvaya, samvaya, 
samveta-samvaya and visesyavisesanabhava. In all perceptual 


knowledge, sense object contact is necessary. But the Jainas 
refute this view, they say that sannikarsa is not the | 
extra-ordinary cause of knowledge. They point out that in 
many cases there is sannikarsa but knowledge does not arise. 
For example, eye being aprapyakari, there cannot be sathyoga 
Sambandha between a jar and the eye. And if there is no 
samyoga-sambandha, there would be no other sambandhas as well, 
The samyukta samvaya eaupanana due to which the eye is 
supposed to apprehend the qualities of the object, is not able 
to produce knowledge in many cases. For example, the eye 
cannot apprehend the test of the object. In the same way, by 
samukta, samyeta samvaya sambandha the eye cannot apprehend 
rasattva of the rasa belonging to a mango. By samavaya also 
the mahatpaimana etc, which are qualities of akasa cannot be 
apprehended by the ears, In the same way, in samaveta-samvaya 
the mahatparimanattva which inheres in a quality of akasga is 
not apprehended by the eye. The sixth kind of sense object 
contact i.e. the visesyavisesanabhava is also refuted by the 
regutation of the other kinds of sannikarsa. Thus the Jainas 
say that all the six kinds of sense object contact may or may 
not produce knowledge; therefore they cannot be regarded as 
karana. 

The Naiyayikas may reply to the above objection by 
saying that sense object contact can produce a knowledge only 
when it has the yogyata (capacity) to produce it. The Jainas. 
. reject this answer for if it is the yogyata which causes a 


; 44 
knowledge, then sense object contact is not the karana at all. 


3. Jayanta's theory of pramana and its Criticism 


Like all other Naiyayikas Jayanta defines praniana as 


the extraordinary cause of right knowledge. But pramana 


4O. N.Me, pe 68, 
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according to him, is not a single thing, it is a complex 
whole consisting in many conditions, just as the senses, 
the object, the agent, and the sense object contact, 
This complex whole is called pramana He defines it as 
“the complex of all the sax conscious and non-conscious 
conditions enat are ioe in bringing about a valid 
knowledge of ec 

Thus the totality of conditions or samagri is the 
extra-ordinary cause or karan of right knowledge, for in 
the absence of any one of these conditions there is no 
right knowledge. All the conditions are necessary for 
right knowledge. Not only the samagri is necessary for 
right knowledge but there is avinabhava relation between 
the result of knowledge and the samagri; in other words, 
the result of knowledge depends on the samagri. 

Though the conditions of samagri seem different, yet 
they, as combined together, are one. <Any one factor by 
itself is not able to produce knowledge. They are one in 
the sense of together producing knowledge. 

The Jainas do not believe in the theory of 
kGrak-saklyavad. They hold that the samagri is not the 
extraordinary cause of right knowledge. They define 
extraordinary cause as that which is inmediately followed 
by the effect. The manifestation of the object follows 
immediately upon knowledge, but not upon the sense, the 
object and their contact, Extraordinary cause is that 
which being present the effect follows, and that which 
being absent the effectis absent. Thus knowledge is the 
extraordinary cause. The manifestation of an object 
depends on knowledge, not on the other factors, Without 
knowledge an object cannot be manifested even when all the 
other factors are present. If knowledge were absent its 


he. avyabhicarinimasandigdhamarthopalabdhin vidadhati 
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sbtect would be i oe Thus knowledge alone is the 
extraordinary eier 

According to the Jainas pramana is knowledge, which 
reveals both itself and the object. But samagri is not of 
that nature; it cannot reveal ttself; therefore, it cannot 
reveal the object and so it is not the extraordinary cause 
of such revelation. 

Again according to Karaksaklyavad, the samagri is ai 
conscious and non-conscious (bodha-bodh-savabhavahi pers 
The factors producing knowledge are of both kinds: some are 
conscious and some are non-conscious,. The Jainas reject this 
view on the ground that the things which are non=conscious - 
cannot produce knowledge . Although they are the secondary 
causes for producing knowledge, they are not the extra~- 
ordinary causes of it. An object is manifested by knowledge, 
not merely by the samagri. If there is no knowledge the 
samagri alone cannot manifest an object. Therefore, 
not samagri but knowledge alone is the karana. 

Jayanta holds that a samagri cannot be there without 
producing effect, Now what is meant by this ? Is it like 
ae smoke which cannot exist without fire; or is it that 
the samagri cannot be actualised without producing effect 
just as sinsapattva cannot be actualised in the absence of 
yrksattva ? Or, is it meant that the samagri cannot exist 
without producing effect, just as dark cloud cannot exist 
without producing rain ? The first alternative is not true, 
because it involves circularity, for the result can follow 
only from samagri and the samagri can exist only when none 
is the resuit. The second alternative cannnt also be 
accepted, for like sindapattva and vrksattva, the samagri 
and its result are not simultaneously there. If we accept 


the third alternative, then it may be asked, does the 
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4S, SWRe, Tet. 


34 

samagri produce the effect immediately or after sometime ? 
The first is not true, for the samagri alone cannot manifest 
the object unless there is knowledge. On the second 
alternative, the samagri camot be said to be the 
extraordinary cause in the primary sense. It can be so 

46 
only a secondary senses 


4, The samkhya concept of pramadna and its 
criticism 


According to the Samkhya, the modification of buddhi 
or intellect is pramana, because it conceptualises the 
object, which has been apprehended by the senses and mind, 
The jainas reject this view, and hold that there is no 
perceptual knowledge of the modification of the senses 
and mind. How could senses he modified by the object ? 

It cannot also be known by inference, for there is no mark 
on which such an inference can be based. The Sarnikhya 
philosopher may reply that there is a mark with which we 
could infer that the sense organs are modified by their 
objects; this mark is the fact that each sense organ can 
apprehend only some definite object and not another. The 
Jainas however would point out that this fact can be 
explained if we assume that each sense organ has the 
yogyata to apprehend a certain kind of object. 

Again, the Jainas point out that the wrtti or 
modification either of the senses or the mind or the buddhi 
cannot sala knowledge by itself because it is by nature 
hedakctantene. Nobody can accept that the means for 
producing right knowledge could be non-conscious. Thus the- 
Vrtti is not pramana, The Samkhya may reply that though 
the senses, mind, and buddhi are non-conscious and their 
vetti cannot manifest the object yet due to the reflection 
of the purusa or consciousness on it, it can manifest 
object. The Jainas reject this argument by saying that if 
it be said that the vrtti produces knowledge due to the 
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reflection of purusa or consciousness, then it is better 
to say that the purusa or the self is pramana, It is the 
self that has the cognition of object and not any vebts: 
or modification of non-conscious instruments. _ 

Again if the vriti or modification of buddhi is 
pramana, then what is the relation between the buddhi and 
its vrtti ? Are they different or non-different ? If they 
are non-different then there is no difference between 
buddhi and its vrtti, they would be identical and the vrtti 
can also be called buddhi. But in that case in sleep also 
one should have knowledge, for the buddhi is present in 
that state. | | 

If the wrtti and buddhi are different, then what is 
the relation between them ? If they are non-different, 
then how can the senses grasp the object. If they are 
different and related by some other relation, then no such 
relation is accepted by the Samkhya, because the Samichya 
does not accept any relation such as samvaya, samyoga etc. 
other than the 25 tattwas. 

The Jainas point out that the vrtti of mind cannot 
also be pramana because eri also cannot apprehend the 
external objects by itself, 


5. The Buddhist Definition of Pramana and 
. : —epeenmeenygeol nes 
its Criticism 


The Buddhists define pramana as the knowledge which 
is tavisamvadi' that is not contradictory. But what do the. 
Buddhists mean by knowledge ? If they mean nirvikalpa | 
knowledge, then it. cannot be pramana, for ie does not give — 
rise to vyavahara. How then can the Buddhists hold that the 
nirvikalpa is pramana, It cannot be said that nirvikalpa 
gives rise to savikalpa and the latter gives rise to 


vyavahar for it is better in that case to hold 


he, S.R.I. ped4. 
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that the niravikalpa is the pramana. The Buddhas however 
do not regard the savikalpa as praman . How then can they 
explain the fact that the vyavahadr caused by a savikalpa 
knowledge could be whcontradicted or avisamvadi therefore 
according to Hem Chandra, savikalpa is prenane? 


66 The Bhatta definition of pramana and 
its criticism 


According to the Bhatta mimamsakas, pramana is that 
which gives us new knowledge that is the Sitect of the 
pramana must not have been known before. It must be a new 
object. Vadideva asks, what is meant by saying that the 
object of the pramana must not be known before ? Is it not 
to be known by one and the same self or by any other person ? 
If the object of a pramana should not be known previously by 
any one else, then since all objects are known by the 
omniscient person no ordinary knowledge would be a pramana,. 
And the knowledge of one person would not be right for the 
other person. If new knowledge alone is pramana then it is 
not possible even in the case of the person hinsels: It is 
not a part of the meaning of ‘truth! that its object should 
be different from what is already known, A person may very 
well know truly what he already knows. The Mimansakas may 
ask, what is the function of pramana in this case if the 
object is already known. To this the Jainas reply that it 
has the same function as in the case when the object is 
previously unknown. The function is the destruction of 
ignorance, Further, it is not necessary that a pramana 
should have a purpose. When all the conditions necessary 
for it are eeeaeut. the pramana arises. Therefore, evenif 
the object is already known if the conditions for it are 


present, then there may be again a true knowledge of 50° 
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CHAPTER 3 
THE JAIN THEORY OF PERCEPTION 


1. Meaning of ‘Pratyaksa'* 

According to the Jainas, the word ‘pratyaksa' is 
derived from the word 'akga'. '‘Aksa' here means ea self 
or jiva, that known all objects in space and time. But all 
the other systems of Indian philosophy mean by the word 
‘alsa! indriya or sense organ, and thus they understand by 
‘pratyaksa' the knowledge which is derived from the sense 
eee 

Thus according to the early Jain philosophers, the 
knowledge which is derived from the self is pratyaksa and 
knowledge which does not arise from the self alone is called 
eee in this sense, the sensous knowledge or the 
indriya jhana is not pratyaksa. But later on, the Jaina 
philosophers came to accept the knowledge produced by the 
sense organs also as pratyaksa, Jinabhadra and Akalanka 
designated it as Samvyavaharika pratyaksa, while the real 
pratyaksa of the Agamas is called parmarthika pratyaksa 
or mukhya pratyaksa. Subsequent Jaina philosophers accepted 
this classification of pratyaksa. Thus according to this 
classification, there are two types of pratyaksa, the 
sanhvyavharika and the mukhya, or the empirical perception 
and the non-sensuous perception. 

Hem Chandra in his Pramana Mimamsa says that ‘'Aksa't 


5 


means either the self (that which knows every thing) or the 


55 
sense organ (that which apprehends objects). _Pratvyaksa 


therefore means either the knowledge which arise from the , 
self alone, or that which arises depending on the sense 
organs. The former is mukhya pratyaksa or, literary, 


superior perception which may be called non-sensuous 

51. akshoti vyapnoti janati iti aksa atma, 5S.S. 1.12. 

52. akgasya'ksasya prativisayam vrttihpratyaksam, N. 
Bhasya, 1.1.3. 

536 TeSe; 1.212. 

54, asnute ASsnoti va yvaphoti sakaladravya Ksetrakalabhavan 
Lti akso jivah, P.M. te 1.10. 

55. asnute visayah iti aksam indriyamh ca, P.M. 1.1.10. 
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perception, and the latter is sativyavaharika pratyaksa 
which may be called sense perception, | _ 
2. The definition of perception 

The Jaina logicians defined perception as clear 
knowledge. Clarity is sag specific quality. Thus Akalanka 
says, pratyaksam si adie: According to Vidyanandi, 
pratyaksa is knowledee which is clear, Manikyanandi, 
Vadideva and Hem Chandra also hold perception as clear 
ee Thus according to the Jainas perception is 
clear knowledge. Though all the scholars defined it as 
clear knowledge, yet they explain this definition in 
different ways. They aise examine the definitions of 
perception given in the other systems. Now we will explain 
the different explanations of perception given by different 
Jaina scholars, 

(a) Akalanka's definition of perception 

Akalanka defines peneerti on in his Nyayaviniscaya 
thus : "Perception is the knowledge, which is self- 
revealing and which reveals the object as substance and as 
mode, as universal and as particular, and which a 
determinate or conceptual and which is essentially epee 
Akalanka uses many adjectives in this definition. The 
commentator Vadiraja explains this definition in 
Nydyaviniscaya vivarana., He explains all these adjectives 
one by one and we give below his explanations of Meataaicats: 
definition. ) 

At first, pratyaksa is the knowledge which is 
self-revealing (atmvedanam). As mentioned before, all 
knowledge, according to the Jainas, is self-revealing,. 
Therefore, pratyaksa is also self-revealing. If knowledge 


were not self-revealing it could not reveal its object. 


56. Ne eCey 1.436 

57. Visadan pratyaksamh, P,.K.M., spastam pratyaksam, P.N.T., 
visadah pratyaksam, P.M. 
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Therefore Akalanka uses the adjactive sélf-revealing 


(atmvedanam) for perception. 

The next adjective is 'that which reveals the object' 
(axen) Penceueted: like all inowledee, reveals its object. 
But the object of perception is dravyaparayayatmakan ; 
that is perception reveals its object with the aspectsof 
substance and mode. For example, the object 'gold' is 
revealed in perception. Perception not only reveals the 
object as substance (dravya) 'gold! but also it apprehends 
the gold with its modes (paryaya), for the gold may have 
the form of a ring or of a chain, According to the Jainas, 
every object is the combination of substance and modes, 
substance is the permanent entity while modes are changing. 
Again, the object of perception possesses the universal 
and particular properties (samanya visesa). According to 
the Jainas, every object is simayya videsdtmaka, that is 
_every object has the universal and particular properties, 
For example, cowness is the universal property and 'black' 
or ‘white' is a particular property of a cow. Similarity 
amongst the objects is due to their universal properties 
and their differences are due to particular properties, 

Thus every object is dravya paryadyatmaka and Samanya- 
visesatmaka, and perception ie the knowledge which 
appreliends such an object. 

Again Akalanka holds that perception is sakarajnana. - 
He gives this adjective in the sense of sonceptual knowledge, 
perception is conceptual sew whee. it is not non-conceptual 
or kalpnapodham as the Buddhists hold. Perception is | 
sakara or conceptual in this sense that it has the power 
to manifest the object through concepts, it is not merely 
the pure eer en of unique individuals. Thus perception 


manifests the object with all its qualities. Therefore 


ho 
it is conceptual. It may be noted here that the Jainas 
regard all knowledge as nirakara as against the Buddhists 
who regard knowledge as sadkara. But here when Akalanka 
defines perception as sakara, he means by Sakara nothing 
other Shani savikalpaka or S leestuan.geeventi ca: 

Further, Akalanka adds that perception is clear 
(vigada) knowledge. The opponent may ask, what is meant 
by ‘clear' in this definition ? Does it mean direct 
apprehension (saksat karanam) of the object ? But the 
meee of ‘direct apprehension' is equally difficult to 
ener ie 

Direct apprehension is not that which is caused e.g. 
by light, because light may be a cause of inference also, 
as for example the inference of fire may be based on the 
light of fire itself. Again, in some cases there is no 
light but theremay be direct apprehension as in the case of 
the apprehension of sagtee! 

If ‘direct snbponhenal out is taken to isan’ ene 
knowledge which apprehends the object without any 
interference then that also is not acceptable, because in 
some cases bis Guseee may be directly apprehended even if 
there is the interference by something. For example, an 
‘object which is ina glass jar is directly apprehended 
although it is covered with the dasa 

Further, does 'direct apprehension! mean the 
apprehension of the true nature of the object 
(vastusvaripagrahanam) ? No, for this is possible in 
inference also. 

Does ‘direct apprehension' mean knowledge without 


doubt, error etc, ? Vadiraja replies that this is mot so, 


59. pratyaksam savikalpena jainasya, yadah sakaram iti 
savikalpam ca nama jatyadi visayatvath, N.V.V. p.86. 

60. Kidrsam spastam iti saksatakaranaih iti cet ; tadapi 
durabodhanam, N.V.V. p.85. 
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because in the case of inference also the knowledge is free 
from doubt or etree? 

Akalanka says that ‘direct knowledge' means clear 
knowledge. Perception is clear knowledge, the knowledge 
which is not based or any other knowledge, unlike inference 
and verbal knowledge. Perception manifests its object 
Giiea the mediation of any other knowledge, therefore it 
is clear knowledge, What is not clear, is not perception, 
just as ineohense” 

The opponents may ask, what is meant by the word 
'pratyaksa' ? <According to them, ‘aksa' means the sense 
_organs, and the knowledge donived: Peon the sense organ is 
called pratyaksa. The Jainas point out that if 'pratyaksa!' 
means the inouledae produced by the sense organs, then the 
mental perception and non=sensuous perception could not be 
called 'pratyaksa'. The Jainas hold, as we have already 
said that ‘alsa means the jiva or the self, which knows 
itself and the object, and knowledge produced by the aksa 
or the self is called ‘pratyaksa*’. | 

But Akalanka holds. that sense knowledge may also be 
called pratyaksa in the secondary sense, The sense organs 
are of the nature of consciousness, which is the power, 
received from the self. Therefore the knowledge produced 
by the sense organs may also be called prat bicga 0? Thus 
pratyaksa is clear knowledge; it is produced either eas 
soul or by the sense organs, The word anjasa may be 
explained either as quality of being vibad or as quality 
of being sakar. In fact the commentator Vadirdja explains 
it in both ways, In the first case, it would mean that 
clarity is its (perceptions) essential quality. That is 


perception is a clear knowledge, it is clear by its own 


nature (erjeeayc? 
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In the second sense, the word anjasa& is used as the 
adjective of sakar. Knowledge is anjasa sakar that is sakar 
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is the eseential quality of knowledge.’ Perception is really 
‘gakara. | | 

Akalanka defines perception as knowledge which reveals 
itself and the object as substance and mode; the knowledge 
is essentially sakar or conceptual and is also essentially 
clear or direct knowledge. Here the important point is 
this that all the adjectives used by Akalanka are not merely 
of the pratyaksa or of perception but some of them are true 
of all knowledge. All knowledge whether perceptual: 
(pratyaksa) or non-perceptual (paroksa) is self-revealing, 
object-revealing and conceptual. But the adjectives 'vigada' 
and 'anjasa' are used only for the pratyaks?® All knowledge 
is not clear essentially; only perception is clear, for it 
is not based on other knowledges whereas other knowledges 
like inference aaa verbal knowledge are dependent on some 


‘other knowledge. Here the Nyaya definition of perception as 


"jJianakaranakam jhanam pratyaksam" may be compared with 


Akalanka's definition of pratyakgsa as clear knowledge. Both 
define perception as a knowledge which is not brought about 
by the instrumentality of any other knowledge. 


(b) Manikya Nandi'ts Definition of Perception And 
Prabhachandra's Bbxplanation of it 


Manikya Nandi defines perception in the sutra : 'clear 


knowledge is pratyaks3?" 


. Prabhachandra ‘explains the 
‘definition thus : Clear knowledge is called pratyaksa. 
Whatever is not clear knowledge, cannot be called evatvaneay, 
just as. inference. The Buddhist might contend that where 
there is an inference of fire immediately after seeing smoke 
the knowledge is really perceptual. Again, even Vyapti jana 
67-6 anjasa& paramarthata eva sakaram kalpanyeti, N.V.V. 
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may be regarded as perceptual. But from the above 
definition it follows that these are not perceptions because 
they are aspasta or unclear knowledges, where as perception 
is spastd or clear. 

The Jainas point out that the Vyaptijfiana like ‘where 
ever there iG: Sroke there is firet is not clear knowledge, 
therefore it also is not eee The question may arise, 
is the Vyaptijfidna knowledge of samanya or of visesa. 

If the knowledge is of samanya, then it is not pratyaksa, 
because according to the Buddhists, samanya is not an 
object of perception, If it be said that the samanya can 
be an object of perception, then the Buddhists have to 
contradict their own thesis that corresponding to the two 
prumanas there are two prameyas,. 

If what is known in inference be not the samahya 
firehood, but a particular fire then there ought not to be 
doubt in the mind of the person who is inferring whether this 
fire is a frass fire or a fire from the leaves. When one 
perceives fire close by then he will not have any such doubt, 
Where such doubt arises, the knowledge must be either from 
sabda or from a mark. It is not ren 

If the vyapti jhana were clear, that is if we know all 
smokes and all fires clearly then nothing would be left for 
inference to know. Therefore, inference will become useless, 
We do not experience a clear perception of all smokes and 
all fires. Therefore, vyapti jriana is not Sehemeaane 

Thus if the knowledge is not clear, then it is not 
perception. Now, is this magueness (aspastata) a quality 
of the knowledge or of the ease If it is a quality of 


the knowledge, then how can the object of knowledge be 


70. ibid, p.2i1o0° Oe 
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Called vague ? The quality of one thing does not belong 

to the other, there is no such rule that if one thing is 
not clear the other also would not be clear. If vagueness 
is the quality of the object, then the Vyaptijiana cannot 
be proved to be non-«perceptual. The same difficulty arises 
in the case of clearness also. According to Prabhachandra, 
clearness and vagueness are properties of knowledge, and 
not properties of object, ‘There is no fault if the , 
properties of knowledge are transferred to the clase: 

What is the cause of the clarity of knowledge ? It 
is well known that the clarity of knowledge is due to removal 
of obstruction,which in the present case is the Karmik 
matter. The concept of karmik matter will be explained 
later on (in part III). 

The Mimamsakas hold that the clarity of knowledge is 
due to the sense organs; but according to the Jainas, the 
destruction of the Avarana or the veil of karmik - matter 
is the cause of clarity.since: thé’ sense organs are not the 
causes of wee 

Further, what is meant in the definition by the 
clarity of knowledge ? Manikyanandi says in the next sutra 
that perpetual knowledge is clear in the sense that there 
is no mediation of any other knowledge or pramana in knowing 
the object. A knowledge is clear when it does not Ente 
any other knowledge in order to manifest its wens 
Inference is not clear knowledge because it is based on 
other knowledges including the vyaptijana ; but pratyaksa 
is clear in the sense that it is not based on any other 
knowledge to manifest its object. But immediately and 


distinctly it manifests its object without the mediation of 


any other pramana. Here we may compare the Nyaya definiton 
7h. ibid, p.217 
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of perception which holds that "perception is knowledge 
which is not brought about by the instrumentality of any 
antecedent knowledge (jhanakaranakanh Jianam cistern 
The opponent may point out that this is not true 
because there is in perceptual knowledge oe ers of 
such knowledges as avagraha iha, avaya one and therefore 
it cannot be called clear in the above sense, To this 
objection, Prabhachandra replies that avagraha ha etc, 
are not different kinds of knowledge but they are the stages 
of the one process of perceptual knowledge. The process of 
perception passes through these four stages, and they ae 
not totally different, they come one after another. They 
are not different knowledges because they have the same 
object and subject. Therefore, there is no mediation of 
another knowledge in perceptual knowledge and so this 
knowledge is clear in the above sense, 

Again, clarity is the special quality of perception 
although in some cases the object of it may not be clear. 
In darkness, for example one cannot see an object clearly. 
But even in such case, we do perceive the generic feature 
(samsthan) , while the specific features, i.e. whether the 
object is a man or a true are inferred. As one approaches 
an object nearer and nearer more and more of its specific 
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qualities may come to be perceived, 
(<) Hem _Chandra's definition of Pratyaksa . 

Hem Chandra defines pratyaksa as clear knowtedge, 
Clarity is its special quality, that is, direct knowledge 
or pratyaksa means clear posite = Pratyaksa may also 
be defined in the form of an inference thus : "This 
perception is a clear and true knowledge of its object, 
because it is perceptual knowledge; if there is no clarity 


in knowledge, then there is no direct knowledge, as in the 
77+ S.C,Chatterjee, The Nyaya theory of knowledge, p.127 


78. These will be discussed later on, in Ch.2 of Part II. 
79. P,K.M., pe220 : 


80. Visadah pratyaksah, P.M., 1.1.13. 


46 
case of paroksa knowledge." 

' Now, what is meant by clarity or vaisadya ? #j«If it is 
called clear because it apprehends its objects then paroksa 
or indirect knowledge would also be clear because they also 
apprehend their objects. If it is clear in the sense of being. 
self-revealing then all knowledge is self-revealing and would 
be clear. 

In view of these difficulties, Hem Chandra defines 
'tclarity' in the next skurn Ja We are given two 
explanations in this sutra. In the first place, perception 
is clear in the sense that it is not dependent as any other 
knowledge such as verbal knowledge and inference. Secondly, 
it is clear in the sense that its object is manifested as a 
'this". Thus Hem Chandra gives us two definitions of clarity. 
Thereby we get two important features of perception. It does . 
not depend upon any other knowledge and it always apprehends 
its object as something given here and now with its specific 
qualities and not merely in its generic character. We thus 
find that Hem Chandra follows, in this eesveet Manikyanandi 
and Prabhachandra. Manikyanandi had also defined vaisadya in 
two wayse . 

3. Criticism of the Buddhist definition of Perception 

According to the Buddhists, perception is non-conceptual 
knowledge or it is free from any concept, They define it as 
"Pratyaksam Kalpna Bodham". Perception is a pure sensation, 
because the object of it is unique, momentary particulars, 
without name, class etc,. In perceptual knowledge, at first 
there is pure sensation of the unique individuals, then the 
concept; but there would be a lapse of time between the 
sensation and its concept, And in the meantime, the object 
also would change, for it is momentary; therefore, they hold 
that the conceptual knowledge cannot be right knowledge, 


81. pramainantardnapeks edantaya pratibhadso va vaisadyam, 
P.M.,- te holies 
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because it has to be based on the memory of the sensed 
object. Perception is true as mere sensation, if it has 
any concept it would be false. Thus they define perception 
as true knowledge, free from any concept. All conceptual 
_knowledge is false according to them, because they are based 
on the memory of the object, not on the real object. 
According to Akalanka, the so-called avikalpaka 
perception is not really perception but only appears to be 
perception Bice Why should such an avikalpaka 
knowledge be called perception ? Avikalpaka knowledge 
‘cannot be a cause of action (pravrtti), for all pravrtti 
is caused by savikalpaka or conceptual knowledge 
According to Akalanka, the only valid perception is 

that which is conceptual or judgemental (patiyasamavisamvad- 
ere ie . | 

{it may be asked, if there is no avikalpaka perception 
at all, then why does Akalanka say that it is not perception 
but appears to be perception. To this the commentator 
Vadiraja replies that the avikalpaka about which Akalanka 
speaks is not what he regards as real, but is what the 
Buddhists talk about. 

Akalanka goes on in in the next sttra 154, to point 
,out that the Buddhists view that all vikalpa or concept is 
‘Paso cannot be accepted. Vadiraja in his explanation of 
this passage asks the question, is the falsity of all 
vikalpa known svatahodPperatah ? He shows that none of these 
alternatives is acceptable. If falsity of vileaipa is known 
‘svatah then in the case of knowledge like "this is blue", 
truth also should be known svatah, Further, if the falsity 
of all vikalpa is known svatah, then why do the Buddhists 


make use of inference to prove their thesis ? It is not 


82. NoVeVe, 10158 


(83. ibid, 1.158 
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also apprehended paratah, It cannot be apprehended by 
a nirvikalpaka perception or nenseoneoneiel. perception, 
for nirvikalpaka does not apprehend vikalpa nor can it be 
apprehended by some other vikalpa because all vikalpa or 


concepts, according to the Buddhists is false. | 


Again, if vikelpa is false, then the Buddhists cannot 
85 
use vikalpa to prove that pratyaksa is a pramana, But the 


Buddhists still try to establish pratyaksa as a pramana. 
The Buddhists cannot use also an inference which is a form 
of viicat pa to prove the existence of BAER DS perception. 
But the Buddhists do use such inference, Akalanka says ; 
therefore that the Buddhist view that all vikalpa is false, 
is aneucd. 
4k, Buddhist mental perception and its criticism 

According to the Buddhists, mental perception isa 
knowledge wich eptees immediately after sense perception. 
“Its object is that sh ors arises in the next moment after 
the objects of sense perception ana Wied Mersaes to the 
same series, The object of the sénbe: perception is 
momentary and so does not last up to the mental perceptpon,. 
Thus mental perception arises with the help of sense 
perception and grasps the object which immediately 
succeeds the object of sonbeapercepeton. In this sense, 
the Buddhists distinguish between two knowledges; sense 
perception and mental perception. The Buddhists argue 


that mental perception is required in order to relate 


sense perception (nirvikalpa) to conception (savikalpa) 


«BS. tatastebhyo vitatharteobhyo vikalpebhyah tattvavyavastha-. 


nan tatvena pramanatvena vyavasthananh nirnayah, N.V.V. 
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86. The inference as, "pratyaksam nirvikalpam arthasamarthyal 
yeb utpatte uttararth ksanavata", and "na santi 


pratyakse kalpanah, upalabdhi ksanapraptanamnu- 
upalabdhi kaanapraptanamupalambhat, bhutale 
ghatavata" NyV.V. pe52h. 
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which is to arise out of the former, the two being entirely 
heterogenous. But this argument is not accepted by all the 
Buddhists. nor Skanes, Dharmottara says that there is no 
pr amana. for the existence of mental perception, ewes he 
accepts it on the authority of the Buddhists tradition®® 
Akalanka does not accept the Buddhist theory of 
mental perception. He points out that there is only one 
Sercepeual knowledge. In the judgement 'This is blue', 
there is no necessity to ascribe a mental perception other 
than the sense perception. Because this judgement is 
possible onky by sense perception. Thus there Ps only one 
perceptual knowledge which is conceptual and’ judgemental. 


3 
he 
In the judgement ‘This is blue', we do, find two 


knowledges as the Buddhist hold. For the difference He tween 
the two is not apprehended? Vadiraja explains that if there 
were mental perception, then the difference between it and 
sense knowledge would be perceived either before the sense 
knowledge, or simultaneous with it, or after the sense 
knowledge ? It cannot be apprehended before the sense 
knowledge, because at that time the mental perception, being 
an effect of the sense knowledge, cannot arise before the 
cause. Nor can the difference be apprehended simultaneously, 
for the cause and the effect cannot atise together, and also 
because we do not experience the two perceptions simultaneous 
ly. Nor is it apprehended after the sense knowledge, then 
the sense knowledge does not exist any more, and ee 

be perceived in the mental perception, 

The Buddhists may reply that sense knowledge is 
different from mental perception in this sense that mental 
perception is characterised by certainty (nisScayarupatvam). 
The mental perception appears as 'This is blue', ‘This is 


yellow' etc. but the sense perception does not have this form, 
88. etacca siddhanta prasiddhain manasam pratyaksam. Na tvasya 
prasadhakamsti pramanah,. Nyaya bindu, p.14. - 
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To this, Vadiraja replies that we may ascribe the same 
certainty to sense knowledge2” The Buddhists may point 
out that sense perception cannot have certainty because 
there is doubt about it. Vadiraja replies that there is 
also doubt about mental perception and then there is no 
difference between the two cases. 

The Buddhists may hold that the two, the sense knowledge 
and the mental perception, arise at one and the same moment, 
possessing two different characters, And yet they are 
apprehended as one and the difference between them is not 
apprehended, The Jainas would then ask, which knowledge 
makes the judgment of the identity between them ? The 
judanent is not due to sense knowledge, because sense 
knowledge, being nirvikalpaka, is not judgmental in nature, 
A knowledge wade: as not judgmental cannot make a judgment, 
The Buddhists may reply that the sense of identity between 
- sense knowledge ‘and mental perception is not a conceptual 
knowledge of identity but a simple nirvikalpaka 
apprehension of it. But this would lead the Buddhists to 
further difficulties. If this knowledge of identity is 
true, then there is identity and not difference between 
sense knowledge and mental perception. If this knowledge 
is false, then it cannot be nirvikalpaka perception, for 
all nirvikalpaka according to the Buddhists is true, Thus 
both alternatives lead the Buddhists to unpleasant 
conclusions. 

| The mental perception also cannot be the source of 


the judgment of identity, because it also is non~judgmental 


in its nature (tasyapi svartipe adhyavasayastnytvat). 
According to the Buddhist Santbhadra, although the 

difference between the sense knowledge and mental 

perception is not directly perceived, yet their effects 
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90. evamaindriya jhanasyaiva niscayartipatve ko dosa: ? 
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are different. The knowledge 'This is blue' is conceptual 
or savikalpaka and cannot be caused by sense knowledge 
directly. Sense knowledge is nirvikalpaka, therefore it 
('This is blue!) must be caused by mented wancapiienc 

For the Buddhists, concept or vikalpa is not possible 
without mental perception. But in reply Vadiraja points 
out that mental perception cannot be the cause of vikalpa, 
because vikalpa (according to the Jainas) accompanies all 


sense perception and so also mental perception (na_hi 


manasam vikalpasyopadanamaupapannam, indriyajianasamabha- 
vinastasya tatah prageva bhavat, tasya cendriyajwanakaryatay 
e 


pagcatevotpatteh, Nyayviniscayavivarana, Page 527). 


The Buddhist theory that the vikalpa is caused by 
mental perception is contradicted according' to Akalanka, 
by perception and inference, For perception shows that 
vikalpa arises from sense perception, We have the 
awareness, "I am experiencing colour etc. simultaneously 
with my eyes etc." (maya yugapad caksuradina riapadikam 
anvabhavi). This awareness shows that vikalpa arises from 
sense perception and not from mental perception. Further, 
both agreement in presence and agreement in absence show 
that it is the sense organ and not mental perception 
which causes vikalpa. 

Dharmottara admits that the hypothesis of mental 
perception cannot be proved. But he accepts it because 
it is supported by the Agamas. 

Akalarika has another objection against the Buddhist . 
theory of mental perception. If each sense perception has 
its own mental perception then it would be impossible to 
have a recollection of the form, "I am experiencing the 


colour, the taste and the smell of this fruit". On the 


other hand, if one mental perception may arise out of all 
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these different sense knowledges, pen why not hold that 
one sense knowledge may have all these different objects a 
The recollection "I am experiencing colour, taste, smell 
etc." arises at once, but the mental perception of the 
respective sense perceptions can only arise one after 
another. Therefore these mental pencesetons cannot account 
for that recollection. 


5. Criticism of the Buddhist theory of 
Sva-Samvedana 


According to the Buddhists every consciousness and 
every mental phenomenon is self-conscious or sVachamvedane’ 
Akalarika agrees with this view because he also accepts that 
all knowledge is self-revealing. But he does not agree 
with the Buddhists that all self-cognitions are pramana 
or valid knowledge. Akalanka holds that only determinate 
self-cognitions may be called valid knowledge or pranina. 
He points out that if ail self aomaetousnene were valid 
knowledge, then even in the state of deep’sleep and a state 
of swooh one may be said to be perceiving, plane even 
then there is the awareness of the gene and this type of 
ioe wiedes should also be called valid knowledge 2? 

Prajflakargupta holds that in these states there is 
no. anwaedee so no self-consciousness (tadavasthasya 
jilanameva nasti). Akalanka argues that if there is | 
complete absence of knowledge in these states, then this 
would mean a complete non-existence of the bhavana of the 
four noble truths in iedtratienes In other words, if a 
person after meditating on the noble truths, enjoys a staté 
of dreamless sleep, then all the effects of his meditations 
would be Lost, and he has to begin it all a new after he 
wakes up. | 
91. athaikam sarvavisayamastu kim vakgabuddhibhih, N.V.V. 
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6. Criticism of the Buddhists definition of 
pratyaksa by Hemchandra .- 


, 


The Buddhists define perception as kalpanapodham or 
as free from kalpana or concept. Perception therefore is 
nirvikalpaka or without concept, and abhranta or unerring? 
Hemchandra points out that the definition is untenable, 
for it is not relevant for practical use (vyavahar). The 
philosophers undertake an examination of nature of pramana, 
because it is through pramana that one deteuaines the nature 
of the object and thereby becomes successful in his 
perceptual behaviour. If a pramana is unsuited for 
practical use (vyavahar), then its examination is as— 
fruitless as counting the number of teeth of a crow. If 
the Buddhists reply that the savikalpa which comes after 
_nirvikalpa is the cause of the activity then Hemchandra 
suggests that in that case the savikalpa should be pramana 


and not the nirvikalpa?° 


7e Nyaya definition of pratyaksa and its criticism 

(a) By Akalanka : The Naiyayikas define perception 
thus : "“indriyartha sannikarasotpannam jManamvyapadesyam 
vyabhicéri vyavasayatmakamh pratyaksamh". The knowledge which 
arises-out of the contact of the nenae organs with the 
object is pratyaksa. They also use the sasaetiee 
"avyapadesya", "avyabhicari" and vyavasayatmaka. 

The word 'avyapadesya' means, 'asabdajteya' L.e. 
what is not caused by language, or the nirvikalpa perception, 
The word ‘av abhicari't is used in the sense of true eciedex 
which is free from error, Inother words, this word excludes 
‘error', And the word vyavasayatmaka excludes doubt. _ 

Akalanka does not accept this definition?! At first 
he says that the word ‘'vyavasayatmka' does not serve to 


95. pratyakgam kalpanapedamabhrantam, Nyaya bindu, p.8. 
96. P.M., pe23 v4 
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exclude ahything, and so is useless... The: Naiyayikas may 
reply that it excludes doubt. The Jainas reply that this 
is not so, for doubt is already excluded by the words 
"sense object contact" (indriyarth sannikarga). The 
Naiyayikas may still argue that doubt also is caused by 
ore object contact and so is not excluded. But the Jainas 
reject this view, for if doubt is eficed by sense object 
contact, then with what is the sense organ in contact.in the 
doubt of a man in a tree ? With the tree, or the man or 
both ? Contact is not possible with both a beke and a man, 
because only one is present, if there is contact with both, 
then there would be no doubt, and the knowledge will be 
valid. Doubt is not possible if the thing is present. 
Again, if the thing is not present, then the necessity of 
contact is useless. Thus doubt is not produced by sense 
object contact. In the same way, the sense object contact 
is useless in error also, In the knowledge of a snake in 
a rope, with what is the sense organ in contact ? The contact 
is not possible with a snake for the snake is not there. 
The contact with the rope cannot,produce the knowledge of 
snake because contact cannot change the form of one thing 
into another. Thus the word avyabhicari is useless, for the 
word contact serves to exclude error. 
The word tavyapadesya' is also useless. Because on 

the Nyaya theory the judgment "this is blue", should be 
said to arise not from sense object contact but from 
nirvikalpaka perception of the blue together with the 
Sabada jana. Therefore, the mere word sannikarsa excludes 
all vyapdesyajnana and the word "avyapadedya" is useless. 

| The Natyadyikas may suggest that perception is 
‘definable simply as the knowledge which arises from sense 
epyeet contact. In that case, the Jainas would argue that 
the contact between the self and the mind is impossible and 


even if it were possible it would be eternal for the self 
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is all-pervading,. 

The Jainas further point out that tnexe is no pramana 
to prove that there is contact between the senses and the 
object. The Naiyayikas may suggest the following proof : 
when the object is in a great distance or is far away, there 
is no sense contact with it and there is perception of it. 
If sense object contact were not necessary for perception, 
then we soured perceive very distant. objects, but we cannot 
ae tsbys Therefore, .sense object contact is necessary for 
perception, then we 

As against the above argument, the Jainas would ask, 
what is this 'sannikargat or contact ? The Naiyayikas may. 
give us a list of the six sannikarsas. But they fail to 
give us any common property Sherecterteine all cases of 
Sannikarsa. Thus they are not able to tell us what precisely 
is sannikarsa. 

The word ‘Jflana' in the definition is useless for the 
expression indriyarthaannikargotpannam can only mean a 
knowledge and nothing else, The Naiyayikas may reply that 
pleasure and pain also arise frofm sense object contact and 
the word 'JMiana' is used to exclude them. . The Jainas 
reject this and hold that pleasure and pain are also forms 
of knowledge because they also are self-revealing, 

It may also be showed that the Nyaya definition is 
too narrow. It does not apply to perception of pleasure 
and pain, where there is no sense object contact, 

‘(») By Prabhdchandra : Prabhachandra in his 
Prameyakamalmartanda also rejects the Gatinitions: He 
points out, in the first place, that this definition is too 
narrow for it does not apply to non-sensuous perception 


(atindriyapratyaksa). Further, if perception arises out of 


the sense object contact then there would be no omniscience. 
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Secondly, this definition does not apply to perception 
of pleasure and pain etc. There is no contact between the 
sense organs and pleasure and pain etc. But pleasure and 
pain etc. are knowledge and they are self revealing, 

(c) By Hem Chandra : Hem Chandra, while examining 
the above Nyaya definition points out that the Naiyayikas 
like Trilocan and Vacaspati go against the interpretations 
given by the old masters and interpret the definithon as 
follows. The definition of perception is merely that — 
perception is the knowledge which arises from the contact 
of the sense organs with tthe object and which is unerring. 
By introducing the word 'Yatah'they point out that 
pratyakea pramana or the source of perceptual knowledge is 
that from which such knowledge arises, It may be either 
of the nature of knowledge or of the nature of non-knowledge., 
The resulting knowledge is of two kinds : avikalpakan 
or indeterminate and savikalpakesh or determinate. The part 
of the definition "avyapadesyamh vyavasayatmakam" is really 
a classification of perception, Indeterminate perception 
is avyapadesyam and determinate perception is vyavasayatma- 

Hem Chandra considers this interpretation, 
untenable? as it does not recognise the pramanya of the 
two kinds of perceptual knowledge but instead supports the 
pramanya of the sense object contact which is not a 
knowledge and for this purpose introduces tthe word ‘'yatah' 
into the original definition. How can sense object contact 
etc, which are of the nature of ajfiana or non-knowledge 
become the eh cee eae cause of the manifestation of the 
object ? For it is not mecessary that the former are 
always followed by the wastes). Sven 4 dhere 4s Janus 
object, contact there may not be manifestation of the object, 


only if there is knowledge there is manifestation of object. 
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Knowledge therefoye the extraordinary cause, for it is 
immediately followed by the effect. 
Hem Chandra next asks what is meant by sannikarsa ?. 
If it means relations like saihyoga or Son janetion and is 
different from mere yogyata, then they cannot be sannikarga 
between the eye and its object because the eye is 
aprapyakari. It is found that the eye apprehends the object 
even if it is mediated by a piece of oe or by some other 
transparent substance. It cannot be said that the eye, 
since it is an instrumental cause like an axe is prapyakari 
for such an inference will be contradicted by the instance 
of a magnet which attracts from a distanes?? 
8. The Samkhya definition of Perception and 
its criticism 
(a) By Akalafka ; According to the Safkhyas, 
pratyaksa is the modification of the sense organs into the 
form of the object perceived. The sense organs go out and 
assume the form of the object perceived, Akalarika rejects 
this because, as he points out, on this view even error would 
be true perception, For, when one sees two moons by mistake 
his visual sense organ assumes the form of two moons and ds 


so the perception must be true. But this is. absurd?! 


(b) By Hem Chandra : ‘The old Salkhya defines 


perception as the indeterminate knowledge residing in ears 


etc, As against this definition Hem Chandra argues that 
since the ear etc. are non-conscious, the knowledge residing» 
in them would also be non-conscious, and so how can it be 
pramana ? If it be said that it becomes sonscious through 


contact with consciousness, then it is better to say that 


consciousness alone is pramaga. Further, an indeterminate 


knowledge cannot be pramana as shown before, 


‘ 


102 


, 100. The Jaina theory that the eye and manas are aprapyakari 


will be explained in Ch.1 of Part II, . 
101. sSrotradivrttih pratyaksyan yadi taimirikadisu 


prasangah kimtadvrttistadvikaranukaérini, N.oV.V. 1.168. 
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Iswar Krisna has defined perception as judgment about 
each objects? This dePiai Clea As-eide ceoideadte inference. 
Tf ‘prati' means that the object should be before one self, 
then even in inference it may be so, as when we infer 'This 
hill has fire', If it be said that perception is that 
judgment about an object before me gol cn is not inference, 
then Hem Chandra replies that such a definition requires that 
we first give a definitnhon of inference, 

9. The Mimarisakas definition of pratyaksa and 
its criticism é 
The Mimamsakas want to show that perception does not 
give us knowledge of tdharma' and so define perception as the 
knowledge or buddhi which arises in the self through the 
deavect of the sense organs with something that is present. 
This perception is.not a cause of knowledge of ‘dharma’, 
because it can only know something whiee ae present. 

According to Hem Chandra, this definition is eas wade 
because doubt and error also arise in the self through contact 
with the senses. If it be said that in perception the contact 
should be with a real object, then Hem Chandra replies that 
though the definition does not apply to hallucination which 
has no object, it does apply to error and doubt which have 
real objects. To this, the Mimamsakas may reply that we can 
exclude doubt and error with the help of the word ' samprayoga' 
for the word ‘sam' means samyak or right contact. This | 
excludes dusprayoga or defective contact which takes place in 
the case of error and doubt. Hem Chandra replies that the 
rightness of the contact is supersensible and do is not known 
| by perception and so can be known only iueou ph its effect that 
is the knowledge, But the knowledge is not known directly as 
having been caused by right contact. Therefore, the rightness 
of the contact cannot be apprehended?* 

103. prativisayesu srotradinam sabdadivisayesu adhyavasayo 


; drstah, pratyakgamityarthah, S.K. = 5 
104. P.M. p.23 
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It - not eaoueh to say that in the case of -ereepiion. 
there is contact of tia -eenses with the very object which is 
known. if there is seneek with another object then it is 
not perception but Hem Chandra points out that even this 
definition would apply to doubt. Even in the case of doubt 
also there is contact of the sense with the object of 
knowledge although a doubt has two objects (Is this a man or’ 
a tree ?) Yet with one of these two the senses are in 
contact. Further the Gettat phon piso is too narrow, £x¥K 
for there is no contact of the as with its object in the case 


of visual perception. The eye, as we have said before is 
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CHAPTER 1 


EMPIRICAL PERCEPTION 


1. The Jaina definitions of empirical perception 


In the Jaina Agamas, empirical perception is called 


_abhinibodhika jhana and mati jiiana. Later on, when the Jaina 


logic developed, the word '‘indriya pratyaksa' or 


. ' samvyavaharika pratyakgsa' came to be used in the sense of 


empirical perception, Though the words are different yet 
they are used synonymously for empirical perception which 
is caused by five sense organs and/or mind, Samvyavaharika 
is that type of perception which arises with the help of the 
sense organs and mind. 

Akalanka defines empirical knowledge thus : A knowledge 
of the object caused by sense organs and which is able to 


avoid undesirable and attain to desirable and which is 
105 


. Limited, such knowledge is called empirical knowledge. 


Manikyanandi defines empirical perception as the 
knowledge which is caused by sense organs and mind, which 
is limited and which is shibvyavahyrike?® Prabhachandra 
explains sathvyavaharika ; to mean that which enables one 
to avoid the undesirable and attain the desirable. 


Hem Chandra defines empirical perception thud?? £t 


| arises with the help of the sense organs and the mind, The 


sense organs and mind are the instrumental cause of this 


knowledge. Therefore the sense organs and the mind have 


their own place in this definition of the samvyavaharika 


pratyaksa. The word 'atma' in the definition is used in the 


sense of its nature. The nature of this knowledge is 


analysed in terms of its stages. It has four stages - 


averaha, iha, avaya and dharna. These stages which arise 


105. hitahitaptinirmuktiksamanm indriyanirmitan, 


yaddesato'rthajnanamh tad indriyadhyaksam ucyate, N.V.V. 
/ p.105. | 

106. indriyanindriyanimittan deSatah sahvyavaharikam, P.K.M., 
pe22g. 


' 107. indriyamanonimittoavgrahehavaydharnatma sanvyavaharikam, 


P.M. 1.1.20. 
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one after Sree. are not totally d&fferent. The upecesasaz 
stage becomes the succeeding one (the four stages will .be 
analysed in the chapter 2 Part II). 

- The word sanvyavahara means right action either of the 
nature of pravrtti (positive) or nivrtti (negative). The 
knowledge which is the cause of such vyavahar or action is 
sanvyavharika pratyaks. 

2. INDRIYA (S8nse Organs) 


In the definition of samvyavaharika pratyaksa what 
is meant by ‘inari a’! ? whe qerd indriya may be derived 
in various ways. Hem Chandra suggests several HeEuinee 
It may mean that which is the mark of the self or Indra. 

The sense organs are the instrumental causes of the act of 
perception, but where there is an instrument there must be 
a person who makes use of it. Therefore, from the activity 
of sense organs we may infer the existence of the self. 

The word ‘indriya' may also mean that which helps the self 
to apprehend objects. Though the self is omniscient, yet it 
cannot know the objects by itself when it is under the 
influence of karmika matter (ignorance). It is the sense 
organs and mind which make it possible for the self to know 
objects. Thus the senses and mind are the instruments by 
which the self can get experiences, | 

Most systems of Indian philosophy have distinghished 


between the outer structure of a sense organ and the sense 


organ itself. The ear and the eye ball which we see are not 


the real auditory and visual sense organs respectively. 
They are only the external supports or adhistana of the 
sense organs. The sense organs themselves on the other 
hand are held to be super=sensible, though they are 


generally taken to be physical. The Jainas also distinguish | 


108. P.M. 1.1,21. 
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between the physical sense organs and psychical sense 
organs. What is now in this distinction is that the primary 
sense organ, Saderaine to them, is not at all physical, 
it is of the nature of consciousness, 

The Sahvyavaharika pratyaksa is of five types based on 
the nature and function of five sense organs. Each of them 
is structurally of two parts, the physical and the 
psychical?? The physical part is called dravyendriya and 
the psychical part is called phavendriya. Here the word 
'dravyendriya' defines the generic qualities of the sense 
organs, which have particular forms, either enternal or 
internal, the external form aspect, is called nirvrtti 
and the internal is called upakarn4!? The external and 
internal shapes are made of pudgala or matter. The word 
dravya is also used in the sense of what is secondary. 
Dravyendriya then means secondary sense organs, because ™ 
they are nonconscious and in the process of experience they 
do not produce knowledge with the help of the bhavendriya 
or psychical sense organs which are consciousness. It may 
be called the sense of faculty. 

The psychical part of a sense organ or the 
bhavendriya defines two special qualities of that organ. 
The word ‘'bhavat is used as having the special meaning of 
importance or primacy. Bhavendriya then means what possesses 
the property of indriyattva directly and not derivatively. 
The Jainas hold that the material cause of the 
physical sense organs is a particular kind of pudgala i.e., 
a particular kind of physical substance ( jada-dravyavisesa}! 
while the psychical sense organs are of the nature of 
consciousness, They have two capacities are called Labdhi 
and Upayogal” Labdhi is the power of the sense organ due 
109. sparbarasagandha rupa sgabdagrahana laksanani 
sparsarasanaghrana caksuh srotnahi indriyani dravyabha- 


vabhedani, P.M. 1.1.21 
110, Nirvrtti upakarane dravyendriyam ; T.S. 2.17. 


111, dravyendriyam niyatakara pudagala, P.M. 1.1.22. 
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a sense organ cannot apprehend its object. And Upayoga 


“to which the object is apprehended.” If there is no labdhi 


is 


14 
the activity of wenacdeueness towards the object! If there 


is no activity towards the SBjeck the object cannot be 
apprehended, Thus labdhi and Upayoga are the special 


properties of the psychical sense organs. Without the 


‘psychical element, the senses would remain material in 


nature and would not be able to produce knowledge, In 


way the Jainas escape from the difficulty arising from 


15 


Oe Sites 1 
materialistic account of the sense organs, 


their 


this 


2 


3+ Criticism of the Nyaya view of sense er 
The Nyaéya-Vaisesikas hold that the five bhitas earth, 


“water, light sky and air are the material causes of the 


five 


sense organs, the five bhttas are all physical substances, 


Bach sense organ is constituted by a particular bhitta 


and therefore is able to apprehend the specific quality 


belonging to it. The olfactory sense(ghrana) is the organ 


of apprehending smell, and it is constituted by earth,t 
which smell ori pibaliy belongs as an attribute. The 
gustatory sense (rasana) is the condition of taste 
sensation, and it is constituted by water. The visual 


sense(caksu) is the cause of colour sensation and it is 


constituted by the element light (tejas), the element 
of light is not manifested by touch, The cutaneous sen 


(tvak) is the sense of touch sensation, it is constitut 


‘by the element air, for like the air it manifests the 


‘quality of. touch, The auditory sense (grotta) is the 


3° 


se 


ed 


means of sensation of sound, it is constituted bythe element 


akasa because the quality of sound belongs to Aakasa. 


According to the Naiyayikas, a particular sense organ 


| is constituted by a particular element because the sense 


114, upayoyah punaharthgrahanavyaparah N.K.C. p.115 
115. P.K.M. p.22% 
116. N.K.C. p.156 


113. arthagrahana Sakti labdhi. N.K.C. p.115 
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organ can apprehend only that quality of the Shasse by 
which it is constituted. The Jainas reject this. They 
hold that any one particular element (bhiitta) is not the 
material cause of a sense organ. And it is not true that 
a particular sense organ apprehends only that quality by 
which it is constituted. According to the Jainas, the 
physical sense organs ps. aes of by the pudgalas (matters) 
and each pudgala contains rupa, rasa, gandha, sparsa 
therefore it is not necessary that a particular sense 
organ should be made of a particular quality which belongs 
to it. 

According to the Naiyayikas, the organ of smell is 
constituted by the stewart earth because it apprehends 
smell, the quality of the earth (prtks¥}.}. 

is 


The Jainas point out that . this, not true. The 


‘ 


‘inference is vitiated by the fallacy of anaikantika-hetu, 
. because in some cases smell is manifested not by earth but by 


sun-rays or also by rain water but sun rays or water are not 


made of earth. The Nyaya view is that the organ of taste 
which is quality of water, The Jainas reject this because 
in some cases salt acts as an agent which manifests taste 
but salt is not made of water. Therefore all that manifests 
taste is not made of water. Thus the organ of taste is not 


constituted only by water. In the same way, eyes cannot 


be said to be constituted by only the element of light just 


because the eyes manifest colour. A jewel or a magnifying 


_ glass may manifest colour though it is not made of light. 


The sense of touch is not constituted by air for it is found 


that camphor placed in a jar of water manifests cold touch 


put the camphor is not an airy substance, As regards the 


sense of hearing, the Jainas point out that the Nyaya theory 


is based on the Nyaya doctrine that sound is a quality of 


akasa. The Jainas do not accept this latter doctrine. 
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4, Criticism of the Samkhya view of sense organs 


According to the Samkhyas, the material cause of 
sense organ is ahankdra, which is a kind of subtle substance 
born of prakrti. The Jainas do not accept this, they hold > 


that ahankara is not the material cause of the sense organs 


but they are made by pudgala (matter). Therefore the sense 
organs are not ahankarika, The Jainas reject the Sarikhya 
view of sense organs by the following arguments, 

The Jainas hold that the sense organs are not 
ahankaxika, because they are non-conscious and also 


instruments; a non-conscious instrument cannot be ahankarika, 


just as an axe; therefore, the sense organs are not 


ahankarika!? Again the jainas argue that the sense organs 


are not ahankarika, because they are sense organs, 


as in the case of the motor organs; Though mind is a sense 


organ, yet the physical mind is not ahankarika according 
to the Jainas : and the psychical mind is not an exception 
to the above rule for it is conscious and not a 

% 


mon-conscious instrument. Again the senses are not 


ahankarika, because they are the causes of definite kinds 


of knowledge and judgment. What is the cause of a definite 
kind of knowledge and judgment cannot be ahankarika just 

as a colour which is a cause of the manifestation of colour, 
These are not ahankadrika because each of them ma manifests a 
particular object and what nani eoues a particular object, 
cannot be ahankarika, just as a lamp. Therefore, the sense 


organs are not ahankarika. Further, the sense organs ae 


' not ahankarika because they are the locous(Asraya) of the 


action of purification by something material as in the case 


of a mirror, What is the locous of such action cannot be 


ahankarika just as a mirror! '® A mirror may be cleaned by 


117. Nahankarini indriyani, acetanatve sati Karanatvad 


vasyadivat, N.K.C. p.157. : 
118. Na&hankarini indriyani paudglika' jo epae bapaee es oey el ear © 


darpanddivat 9 N.K,C « Pe 158. 
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rubbing xh an eye is purified by applying ointments. 
Therefore the sense organs are not ahankarika but 
paudgalika, The mind is also not ahankarika because the 
mind is not limited to manifest a particular object, what 
“is not so limited is not ahankarika just as the seltl? 
Therefore by the shows arguments it is proved that the 
physical sense organs are not ahankarika but they are 
paudgalika or made by pudgal (matter). 

5. Function of the senses 

The function of the senses is to peiGuce seccesenen of 
objects. But how do the sense organs function to give us 
perception of objects ? Do they produce perception by. their 
direct contact with the object, or do they gve us perception 
of objects without any contact with them ? In other words, 
are the sense organs praépayakari or aprapyakari ? There 
are different views mesemaina she function of different 
sense organs. 

According to the Buddhists, all sense organs are 
aprapyakari or they function without direct contact with 
their objects. According to the Nyaya, Samkhya, Mimamsa 
and Vedanta systems, all sense organs are prapyakari, the 
sense organs produce perception by their direct contact with 
their objects. But the Jainas hold that amongst the five 
sense organs only the eye is aprapyakari and the other four 
sense organs are prapyakari. The senses of touch, taste, 
smell and hearing produce perception by direct contact with 
their objects. But the eye does nat perceive its object by 
direct contact. | 


6, The Nyaya view of prapyakaritwa of eye and its 
criticism 


According to the Naiyayikas, the eye is prapyakari 


dee. the eye apprehends an object only if it is in contact 


fy oS: 


119. mano?pi nahankarikaws aniyatavisayatvad atmavad iti, 
N.E.C.4 DE 158% 
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with it. They prove it with the help of the following 
inference, The "eye is prapyakari because it is an outer 
sense organ (bahyendriya), just as the organ of touch, 
' fhe Jainas reject inference. -Prabha Chandra ask3*° What 
is meant in this inference by ‘'bahyendriyattva' ? Dees it. 
mean 'being directed towards an outer object', or does it 
mean ‘being in an external place ? In the first case, there 
would be anaikantika fallacy because mind also is directed 
towards outer objects and so possesses the hetu but it is 
not prapyakari. In the second case, the hetu would be 
asiddha (being absent in the paksa, ) hecause according to 
the Naiyayikas, the eye is a form of light eid the Locus 
of the light is the eye ball and not a place outside, And 
so in this sense, the eye would not be an outer sense organ. 
Again, does eye mean the eye ball or the rays of light 
which emanate from the eyeball. If eye mean the eye ball, 
then the inference would be contradicted by perception, 
because we do not experience that the eye balls leave the 
body and come in contact wth the outer objects. If eye 
means the rays of light, then the dharmiI would be asidha, 
because the rays of light are not perceived. If they were 
perceived, there would have been no controversy about whether 
‘the eye is the eye ball or the rays of light ? If the eye 
means a luminous substance (te jodravya) which goes out from 
‘the eye balis in the form of rays and then manifests the 
-object, then it cannot be explained why one should keep one's 
eye open in order to be able to see, and also why 
' applicatione of atijana should improve. One's vision. Only 
‘if the rays cannot go out of the eye balls, it is necessary 
_to keep the eye open in order to see, If the eye is not the 
eye ball then application of anjana to the eye ball would 
ee possibly improve vision, 
.120. For the following a paaeate see Prameyakamalmartanda, 


pe220 
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If the rays of light went out of the eye balls and came 
into contact with the object perceived, then we should be 
able to see those luminous rays since they possess shining 
‘colour and also warm touch. But we do not perceive any such 
substance, therefor the eye does not consist in such 
substance, Human eyes are perceived without such shining 
rays. The Naiyayikas prove that eye is luminous on the 
ground that it manifests only colour (rupa) even if there 
are things other than colour (ripa) as in the case of lamp. 
A lamp manifests. only colour and it is also a luminous 
aquateaed. Whatever manifests only colour even if other 
things are present must be a luminous substance, 

This inference is contradicted by perception, because 
the eye is perceived to be without shining colour and warm 
touch, therefore it cannot be luminous. It is also 
contradicted by the following inference : the eye is not 
luminous, because it manifests darkness. Whatever is 
luminous does not manifest darkness, as in the case of light 
(which is luminous and does not manifest darkness). 

Further, if .the eyes were eee ee they would 
not require the help of light for perceiving. ik tein does 
not need another lamp to do its job, 

If it be objected that if the eye is not related to 
its object how can knowledge arise in it, the Jainas reply 
that knowledge does not arise in the eyes, It arises only 
in the self. : 
It may be asked, if the eyes are aprapyakari then 
why are they unable to see everything ? To this the reply 
is that every sense organ has its own power and capacity. 
The principle is, a thing can do something only if it has 
“ne yogata to do it. Even the Naiyayikas have to accept 
the principle of yogyata. On the Nyaya theory, the cause 


and the effect are completely different and so there is no 
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reason why a saniioullar cause should produce only a 
particular effect and not all possible effects. They can 
only avoid this difficulty by the idea of yogyata. 

The Jainas may make use of the following inference 
to prove that the eyes are aprapyakari. "The eyes are 
aprapyakari because they do not manifest what is too close 
to them (for example, the anjana in the aye pale is not 
seen). Whatever is prapyakari manifests what is too close, 
as for example the ear; the ear can hear sounds produced by 
a mosquito within the ear hole." 

‘It may be objected that the organ of touch which is 
the skin is prapyakari but does not apprehend things too 
close to it inside the body. To this it may be replied that 
what happens inside the body is the cause of apprehension and 
not ‘ae object. That the eyes are aprapyakari may again be 
proved in the following ay. "The eyes do not go out and 


come in contact with their objects, for they possess 


‘indriyattva, as in the case of the organ of touch." 


7. The Buddhist view of aprapyakarittva of 
ear and its criticism 


The Buddhists believe that the sense organ of 
hearing is aprapyakari, for if it were prapyakari then 
there could not be judgment about the nearness or distance 
of the sounds which we hear. Whatever apprehends an object 
as being far or near must be apra yakart , the eye for 


example apprehends a tree as being far or near and the eye 


‘is not prapyakari. By this kind of inference the Buddhists 


‘try to prove that the Sreen of hearing is aprapyakari. If 
ache whjestedmmentase: this Anse euctecannot ws Gn-aeee 
‘case the impact of sound on one's ear, the Buddhists reply 
‘that very bright light may dazzle one's eyes even though 
the eyes are not in contact with it. The cause of impact 
in case of light is brilliance, and in the case of sound 


its loudness. 
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Against the above inference, Prabha Chandra raises the 
following objections .. The igpevenée de contradicted by 
perception, for when there is the noise of mosquito within 
the ear we heaY it and this would contact with the organ of 
hearing. Therefore, it cannot be said that the ears 
Subrehond their object without coming into contact with them, 

euseaaly: the hetu i.e. duradipratyayagrahyatva is 
anaikantika for, the Guten of smell apprehends its objects 
by coming into contact with it and yet it does apprehend its 
objects as being far or near. We, for example, say that the 
smell of the Lotus comes from far away while the smell of 
jesmine is very close by. fs sound by is very nature far 

away or is it caused by something which is far away or does 
this sound come from a place far away, or does sound remain 
in that place far away ? 

Not the first, because in that case a sound may be by 
its very nature near and would be apprehended as such, 

Not the second, for smell is also caused by s omething 
which is far away and get the organ of smell is prapyakari. 
Not the third, for the same also holds good of smell 

which comes in contact with the organ of smell, 

Not the last one, because if the sound remained in the 
place far away then nme has to:‘explain why one hears the 
sound when there is a favourable wind and does not hear it 
when the oad is unfavourable. One can only explain this 
ar one assumes that the sound travels from the place of its 


, ovigin to the ear, but in that case the sense of hearing 


would be prapyakari. 

| Further, if the sound which is heard remained in its 
own place of origin, then the loud sound of the trumpet and 
the faint hum of a mosquito would both be heard together 
and the former could not overpower the Latter, 


121. For the following arguments, see Nyaya Kumud Chandra, 
p83. 
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8. The relation amongst the sense organs 


The Jainas accept the relation of difference and identity 
(bhedabhed) amongst the sense organs cnanwelyes while the 
other systems hold either only difference or only identity. 
According to the Jainas, the sense organs are different in 
one respect and identical in another respect. They are 
different with the respect of their qualities (paryaya) 

‘and identical in the respect of substance (dravya). AlL 

the sense organs are non-different because they are made of 
the same substance and they are all material. But they are 
different regarding to their qualities; each sense organ has 
its own special quality. In this sense, hey eee 
different** 

Hem Chandra .argues thus ;: if there is only neudierovedoe 
(abheda) amongst them then there would be no difference 
between the experiences of two sense organs. By the sense 
of touch one can have the experience of taste. And also 
‘there would be no idea of different sense organs. If one 
sense organ is good or defective, then all the others would 
be so. Different sense organs produce different . 
devecteneie. If there is no difference amongst them, then 
there would be no difference in these experiences, 

Again, if only there is difference (bheda) amongst 
them, then it would be impossible for them all to produce 
together one knowledge as in the case of a sense organ 
belonging to a different series. 

Some who maintain only difference (bhed) among the 
five sense organs say that the sense organs are different 
but it is the mind which produces knowledge and therefore 
there is no harm to accept only difference amongst them. 

Hem Chandra points out that mind cannot do this, for mind 


23 


is independent of the sense orgars: 


122. tesam ca parasparam syadbhedo dravyarthadesat, 
syatabhedah paryayartha desat., P.M. p.17. 


{ 
123, Na tasyaindriyanirapekaasya tat janakatvabhavat, 


P.M. p.17. 
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In the same way, it can be shown that the sense organs 

are neither wholly different nor wholly non-different with 
the self. If the sense organs were merely identical with the- 
self then they would be subjects of knowledge or the self | 
would be an instrument or both would possess both characters.’ 
On the other hand, if they are wholly different eron the self 
then the self would not at all be an instrument like an 
instrument belonging to another series. Therefore 
anekantavada has to be accepted, 
96 The Jain theory of mind 

According to the Jainas, mind has an impertant Siete au 
empirical knowledge. Not only the auitans but ‘also mind is 
the instrumental cause of empirical knowledge. 

In the Tatwartha sutra, mind is defined as 'tanindriya', 


that means antahakarana or the internal sensed” It is 


rennet 
different from the external sense organs. The objects of 
sense perception are also objects of mind. Mind is also a 
sense of internal perceptions like pleasure, pain etc. And 
it is the means of scriptural knowLeagse Thus mind is 
defined as internal sense, 

Hem Chandra in his Pramana Mimamhsa defines mind as the 
instrument of the self which duerebends averyibi ne: Mind 
can acquire knowledge of all objects, in the sense that it 
is not subject to the limitations which we find in the case 
of the five sense organs. Each sense organ can apprehend 


only a particular kind of object. For example, “the sense of 


touch cannot apprehend smell. But the mind has no such 


limitations, Mind can grasp anything which comes into 
| 
contact with five sense organs. Mind is defined as karana 


or the instrument of the self. If the mind were defined as 


what apprehends everything, then this definition would apply 
eee 
124, Letes 1.14 . 

125-4 T.S., 2.22 


aos Sarva arthagrahanam manah, P.M., 1.1.34 
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also to the self which is omniscient. Therefore ihe mind 

is defined as the instrument for knowing all objects. The 
self is not an instrument but the mind tat euch empirical 
Beevusans is based on mind and the sense organs, yet it 

may be divided into two forms, the indriyaja and the 
manonimitta that which arises mainly from the senses and that 
which is mainly due to mind, which we may also call external 
perception and internal perception, Mind is aprapyakari 
according to the Jainas, because there is no direct contact 
between the object and the mind. They do not accept the 
Nyaya view of prapyakadrittva of mind. They eiat out that 
if the mind were pra Bests SS the mind would go out of 
its place and meet the objects nee or far, in the Séate of 
waking as well as in sleeping, but in practice, we do not 
find this, Therefore, aia is aprapyakari. A question may 
arise, is mind physical or non-physical ? According to the 
Jainas mind is both, physical and non-physical, In respect 
of its modifications mind is physical, it is called 
‘dravyamana because it is made of the pudgalas or matters 
which are called vargana. But in suigtites aspect, it is 
non-physical or conscious, it is called as bh vemanah, Bhava 
i the conscious aspect of the mind, If mind were only . 
physical, then perception would be impossible. , 


12¢ 
10. The Nyaya view of mind and its criticism 


According to the Nyaya-vaisesikas, mind is a sense 
organ; it is an internal sense organ. But it-is eteeiad and 
non-physical, it is not constituted by the physical elements 
like earth, water etc. Mind is called an internal sense 
organ because the internal perception depends on mind just 
as external perception depends on external senses. The 
internal perception of pleasure, pain, desire etc. cannot 
be preduced by the external senses like sense of sight, 


127. P.M., 1.1.24 
128. H.S.Bhattacharya, Reals in the Jaina Metaphysies, p.265 
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hearing etc, Again, mind is also the condition for the 
external perception; according to the Nydya-Vaisesikas the 
external senses can perceive objects only when they are in 
contact with the mind. 

Mind is atomic and exists in contact with the self. 
It comes in contact with the self and sense organs and gives 
rise to perception. It’ is not extended, for at one moment 
it cannot be in contact with many objects. If mind were 
an extended organ, we could have many perceptions at one 
time, 

The Jainas do not agree with the Naiyadyikas view 
that mind is an eternal substance. According to the Jainas 
mind is both etermal and non-eternal. It is Siewert 
one aspect and non-eternal in another aspect. Mind is 
eternal only in the sense that it is constituted by 
pudgalas (matter) which are eternal, In other words, the 
pudgalas are the essence of the mind, Thus " the aspect 
of dravya mind is eternal ; as a substance, it is eternal, 
On the other hand, with the aspect of its qualities or 
paryaya it is not eternal because the qualities of mind, 
pleasure, pain etc, are Skai changing. 

The Jainas do not accept the Nyaya view that mind 
is atomic. They point out that if mind were atomic, it 
could not come into contact with the self at the same time 


as its contact with the sense organs. Mind is according. 


to the Jainas madhyamaparimani 
11. The Sitikhya view of mind and its criticidf” 
According to the Samkhyas, mind is an internal. sense 
organ put it is a physical substance and it is unconscious, 
being effect of unconscious prakrti. Though mind is 


internal sense yet it helps the external senses to produce 


129, ibid, p.251 
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knowledge. The function of mind is to change sensation into 
concept. The Jainas do not agree with the Saiikhyas that 
mind is unconscious. They ask, how can an unconscious entity 
become an instrument of conscious process ? How can the 
unconscious mind change the sensations into concept ? 
Therefore they hold that mind is not unconscious it is rather 
of the nature of consciousness, 
12. The causes of perception 

some hold that mind and the sense organs are not the 
only causes of perception, but the object and light also are 
the causes of perception. The Jainas point out that the 
object and light are not the necessary conditions of 
savesEiiod They aeeie- 14s tides Ghe-ebdeet wie ated ees 
not the causes of perception because they are objects of 
knowledge. Whatever are the objects of knowledge are not 
the causes of perception, just as darkness. Everybody knows 
‘that darkness is an object of knowledge but it is not the 
‘cause of perception. It is the pratibandhaka of knowledge; 
due to darkness an object may not be apprehended. If the 
object would be the cause of knowledge then the presence of 
the object must be necessary for knowledge and if it would 
be so then there would be no knowledge of the objects of 
the past and of the future, If light were the cause of 
perception, then there would be no knowledge in darkness, 
and one would not have the knowledge of darkness itself, 

The opponent may ask: what is harm if the Saeek and 
light are accepted as the causes of knowledge ? The Jainas 
reply that if the object and light would be accepted as the 
causes of knowledge then they would not be the objects of 
knowledge (Jfieya) at the same time, just as fue eye (which 
is a cause of perception but not its object). The Naiyayikas 


hold that knowledge is the effect of object. They argue like 


‘130. Nartha'tlokad karanam paricchedyatvat tamovat, 
P.K.M. pe231 , 
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this: Knowledge is the effect of object and light, because 
there is the relation of anvaya-vyatifieka between knowledge 
and object are light. What are related by this relation are 
” cause and effect; just as fire and smoke. Smoke is related 
by the anvaya-vyatireka with fire, therefore smoke is the 
effect of fire. In the same way, knowledge is related to 
the object and light by this relation, therefore knowledge is 
the effect of object and light. If there would be no object 
or light, there would be no knowledge. The Jainas reject this 
argument and point out that it is not true. Knowledge is not 
the effect of object and light. There is no anvayavyatireka 
relation between them. In ise wiease of snake in a rope there 
is no object of knowledge (snake) but there is knowledge. In 
this example, knowledge is not the effect of object because 
the object itself is absent. Again, light is also mot he 
cause of knowledge. And there is no anvaya-vyatireka relation 
between them. In some cases, there is no light but there is 
knowledge. For example, nocturnal animals can see in 
darkness. And some kind of perceptual knowledge is possible 
in darkness just as knowledge of taste and knowledge of words. 

The opponent may ask: if light is not the cause of 
knowledge then there is no necessity of lamp. ‘The Jainas 
reply that although light manifests the object yet it does 
not produce knowledge. Knowledge is the effect of mind and 
sense organs not of the light of a lamp, because knowledge is- 
possible without tight?! 

Hem Chandra also does not accept the object and light 
as the causes of perception. He says that the object and 
light are not the causes for producing knowledge, because 
there is no vyatireka-vyapti between then?” The external 
objects and light are not the direct causes of experience 


of sight, it is not denied that they are like space and time 


131. P.K.M., pe233. 
132. narthalokao jhanasya nimittamvyatirekat. P.M.1.1.25. 
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etc, remote causes. The eye is admitted to be asia 
like anjana etc. Why are they not direct causes ? Because, 
there is absence of vyatireka. The cause of ascertaining 
a casual relation is not that when one is present the other 
must be present, but the fact that when the one is absent 
the other is absent. This latter fact is called vyatireka,. 
This is not present in the case of the supposed causality 
of the object and light. For, there may be knowledge of 
water in a desert or minace although water is really absent. 
Yogis apprehend past and future objects and such objects 
cannot be causes. If they are causes then they would 
possess causal efficiency and so would be existent and would 


not be past and future, 
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CHAPTER 2 


STAGES OF EMPIRICAL PERCEPTION 


1. Four stages 


According to the Jainas, sense organs and mind are the 
“sag eeubeiee, by which empirical perception is caused. The 
nature of this knowledge is now analysed in terms of its 
stages. Empirical perception is the result of the contact 
of the senses and mind with the object. But it arises aoe 
only by this contact, there is also a process of perception, 
In this process, the Jainas distinguish between four stages, 
every kind of empirical perception-passess through these 
stages which arise one after another, but are not totally 
different from each othdr? The preceding stage becomes the 
succeeding one. These four stages are.: Avagraha, Iha, avaya 
and dharana. | | 
Avagraha : The first stage avagraha refers to the most 
Snamitdee stage of perception, It is the first to arise out 
of the contact between the sense organs and the object. 
Amongst Jain authors there are two views regarding the exact 
nature of Avagraha. (1) Umaswati defines avagraha as 
indeterminate perception. The contact between the sense 
organs and the object produces the merely indeterminate 
perception, wherein the sense organs grasp the object without 
knowing any of its special qualities. For example, in darkness 
one has the seaeation of touch, without knowing with what one 
is in contact; there ie only a feeling of something (yat- 
kincit). This is called avagraha, In this sense, avagraha 
is indeterminate perception without any name, quality?" etc. 
~ 


It is the first stage of perception; it is indeterminate 


perception. 


133. Kramenotpadyamananamapi avagrahadinah natyantike bhedah 
kintu purva purvasya uftarottara mubpatya 
parindmadde kafmakatuamiti, P.M.1,.20. 

134, .S,(Hindi Translation of Pt.Sukhlalji), p.2h4. 
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(ii) But some other logicians like Pujyapada, Devanandi, 
Akalanka, Vidyanandi and Hemchandra define avagraha as 
determinate perception. They hold that avagraha is the 
‘primitive stage of perception but it arises after darsana 
or the mere sensation of the object. Pijyapada points out 
that is is the first apprehension after the sense object 


135 


contact. For example, after the mere sensation of something 
one apprehends a cloth with its whiteness, Thus it is not 
mere sensation but the determinate perception of the cloth, 
The other logicians also followed this view. Akalanka 
defines avagraha as determinate perception, and Lakes it as 
arising due to the sense object contact, It is the first 
apprehension of the object, not merely the sidentien’ 
Hem Chandra points out that indeterminate perception is not 
avagraha but avagraha arises dus to the sense object contact 
when the darsana (sensation) transforms itself into the 
determinate perceptidr! Thus there are two different views 
amongst the Jainas about the nature of avagraha. According to 
the older one, avagraha is mere sensation or indeterminate 
perception. But the second one defines avagraha as determinate 
perception, arising after mere sensation (dargan). 
Avagraha has been further analysed into two stages : 
; Vyanjana-vagraha and arthavagratla? 
Vyanjnavagraha ; Vyan janavagraha is the earlier stage. It 
may be calléd a contact awarsnees; because in this stage there 
is only relation of the sense organs with the object but there. 
is no sensation in the subject. For example, a man is sleep 
receives a succession of sound of something, there is the 
contact of sound with his Buanteey sense organ but he does not 


have any kind of sensation at first. But after sometime, at 


135. $.S.(Eng.translation by S.A.Jain, p24). 

136. Visgayavisayi sannipatantaramadya grahanath avagrahe, N.K.C. 
; 1.5. : . 

137. aksarthyoge.daraganantarah arthagrahanam avagrahc, P.M. 
| 1.1.26. 

138. dvividhoavagraho vyanjanasyasthasya ca, T.B.1.18. 
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a particular state, he becomes conscious of that sound. So. 
far he may not be aware of this sound although the auditory 
stimulation is there. This auditory stimulation is the 

Vyan janavagraha in this case. Though there is no conscious 
awareness in the vyanjanavagraha yet it is not an unconscious 
state because it is the cause of conscious awareness which 
arises in arthavagraha: 

Arthavagraha : Arthavagraha is the second stage of avagraha. 
It may be called the stage of conscious awareness of the 
object, because in this stage the subject has the perception 
of the object. In other words, as a person becomes conscious, 
the stage of vyanjanadvagraha is over aiid it transforms itself 
into arthavagraha. Thus vyanajanadvagraha is a necessary 
antecedent of arthavagraha,. 

tha : After avagraha there comes Iha. In avagraha there 
is an awareness of the object, but tha is an intellectual 


enquiry (mateh-cesta) *° 


Supposing, there may still be doubt about what the source 


about the nature of the object, 


of the sound is. Is it produced by a musical instrument or 
by some other means ? This doubt is removed in the state 

of Iha. For example, we may say to ourselves that the sound 
is sweet and not harsh. This state of thinking in which the 
properties of the object are reflected upon with a view to 
removing doubt is called tha. Thus iha is not doubt but it 
is the state which comes after doubt. It would seem from the - 
‘above account that, according to the Jainas, in every 
perception there is a state of doubt which comes between 
avagraha and iha. But we do not always feel the presence of 
this doubt... Hem Chandra explains this as being due to 

quick succession of seacel? This Tha is not doubt but it 


is a mental state in which the properties of the object 


139. T.S.(Hindi Translation of Pt.Sukhlaji, p.35-30). 


140, anvayavyatirekarlpavisesaparydlocapartipa mateh cesta 
ina, P.M.1.1.27. 

141, iha cAavagrahehayorantrale abhyaste'pi visaye sandaya 
jnanamastyeva Asubbavattu nopalaksyate, P.M.e1.1.27. 
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are reflected upon with a view to removing doubt. Umaswati 
gives synonyms of ihi as Uha, tarka Hicasen’ and ji ji nade? 
Avaya : After avagraha and iha there comes the stage of 

, avaya. In this stage we get e clear cognition of ae object. 
Avaya is the final determination of the specific nature of 
the object, which takes the form "this is so and so, and not 
of the other kind," In other words, avaya may be regarded’ 
as perceptual judgment. Vadideva and Hem Chandra describe 
avaya as the determination of the specific feature of the 
object cognised in the stage of tnd t3 For example, on neariae 
a sound aman ascertains that the sound must be of a conch 
shell and not of a horn, because it is sweet and not harsh," 
Thus avaya is the pefeupeaci judgment, 


Dharana : Dharna is the last stage of perception, It is 


the cause of the memory of the object which is apprehended 

in avaya.e For example, in avaya there is a final determination 
that the sound I hear must be of a shell; and whenever I would 
hear the sound in the future, I would remember that it is the 
same sound which I had heard before. This stage of retention 
of the. eae experience is called dharana Umaswati eotsne? 
dharna as the final determination of the ob ject and the cause 
of the retention of that episett Akalanka defines dharna 

as the condition of recollection. A condition called 


7) 


samskara (trace). It is the nature of knowledge ¢ The 


experience of avAya is retained in the form of a cognitional 
trace and this cognitional trace makes possible the 
recollection of the past experiences, In this sense, dharana 
‘is the cause of memory, it is the samskara or the trace due 


‘to which memory iS possible. Hem Chandra defines dharana 


146 


thus;  "dharna is the cause of memory", He holds that 


nr ae 


dharand is. the cause of memory, it is the samskara or the 


1h2. T.Be, 1.15. 

143. P.M.;, 1.1.28. 

144, ahnarna pratipattiravadhdranamavas thanary. nigcayoavaga- 
mah avabodha, T»eBe 1.2756 

“445, smrtihetudharanadsamskara, A.G.T. pe23 

146, smrtihetudhadrand, P.M.1.1.2q. 
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trace. Samskdra is’of the nature of cognition; if it were 
not cognition, then there could arise no knowledge from it or 
knowledge cannot be produced by it. Dharna is the existence 
of knowledge for a definite and indefinite time, while avaya 
etc, are momentary. 
2. The relation between the stages 
Now, a question may arise, are the four stages of 
empirical perception different or non-different ? What is the 
relation between them ? The Jainas hold that the four stages 
of empirical perception are neither completely different nor 
completely Heda herent. There is bhedabhed relation amongst 
them. In one aspect they are different, and in another they 
are non-different. 

They. are different in the sense, that they manifest 
different aspects of the ebaeotet Their natures are different, 
For example, avagraha manifests the object while iha removes 
the doubt about it. Again, it is not necessary that every 
process of perceptual knowledge should pass through all the 
stages. Sometimes the process Bees only of the first or the 
second stage; at others, the process goes right up to the ., 
fourth staged? It is possible that the subject does not want 
to go through the details of the object and then the process of 
empirical perception may stop with first or the second stage 
and does not pass through all the four stages, This also 
_ proves that the stages are different. If they were completely 
non-~different then in the process of empirical perception they 
all would be Heebeeney. 

On the other hand, the four stages are non-different, 
because they belong to one and the same process. ‘The process 
is not different, it is an activity of consciousness and there 
is a succession of stages one after another, Therefore they 


are not completely different. The subject( consciousness) 


147. vastunobhinna bhinna dharmasya prakadsakatvat, P.N.T.spe27 
148, asamastyena api utpadyamanatvat, P.N.T. pe27 
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and the object ae the same, but the activity has different 
stages just as a man is the same but he passes through 
different stages from his childhood to old age. The stages 
are the different results of the one process, therefore they 
are not completely different? They come one another in a 
succession although the succession is not known. Thus the 
stages are different and non-different in two aspects. In 
their natures there are difference, But as constituting 
one process they are non-different, every stage is a part: 
of the whole anseeees 

Further, in the process of empirical knowledge either 
there are two, or three, or all the four stages but inay come 
ane after another, at first avagraha, then iha then avaya 
and then dhairna. Every empirical knowledge beginss from 
avagraha, Although the process may stop at the: first or the 
second stage but there is a succession of their number the 
second cannot come before the first or the third cannot come 


i 


before the second, 


3. Nirvikalpa and savikalpa pratyaksa 


In most systems of Indian Philosophy perception is 
di¥ided in two modes, namely NIRVIKALPA and SAVIKALPA 
PRATYAKSA. Though most of the systems accept these two 
modes, but there is much difference regarding the exact 
nature and validity of the two... Some hold that both 
Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa are valid knowledge, while some 
others accept only one of them as valid. 

According to the Buddhists, Nirvilkkalpa is the only 
type of valid perception. They hold that there is non 
conceptual data in perceptual knowledge; all perceptual 
knowledge is free from concept, they are merely sensuous, 
According to them, what is given is a unique individual, 


there is no class, name, quality of the object. Thus class, 


THO, Hindi translation of Pramananayatattvaloka, p.20-s 
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name etc. are constructions of a mind and do not belong, to 
the given object. Thus Nirvikalpa perception is a knowledge 
of the given and not the modification by any class or name 
ete. of the object. It is only the pure sensation, Again, 
it Saunot be exevensed An words because there are no concepts 
in Nirvikalpa perception though it 1a a pure sensation, yet 
it is valid. The Buddhists hold “wks Savikalpa perception 

is not valid because it has the conceptual element in it and 
because it is not due to given object. 

_ According to the Samkhya and the Bhatta Mimamsakas, 

Hivvlical pa ad Savikalpa both are equally valid and necessary 
'modes of perception. According to them, Nirvikalpa is the 
semuition which arises at the firat moment of the contact 
between sense and the object. The object appears as an 


individual, there is no difference between universal and - 


particular qualities of the object. In other words, this 


knowledge is not definite, it does not apprehend its object 


as being of this kind or that kind, It is like the perceptior 


of a whild or a dumb person. And therefore it cannot be 


“expressed in language. In Nirvikalpa perception there is 
simple apprehension bis Shan eeKe object appears merely as 
'something', there is no definition of something, It is 
judgment without words. But Savikalpa perception is 
predicative knowledge of an object. In it, the knowledge 


of the indefinite character of an object is determined, and 


i 
analysed into the universal and particular and the two are 
related in prediction. Thus according to the Samkhya and 


the Bhatta Mimamsakas Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa aretwo stages 
of perception of the same fact. . 

According to the Nyaya-Vaisesikas also Nirvikalpa 
and Savikalpa both are the necessary modes of perception, 


They hold that in Nirvikalpa perception there is knowledge 


of both the universal and the particular qualities of the 
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object. But these are apprehended inisolation in the 
Nirvikalpa perception. For example, in Nirvikalpa perception 
we acquire knowledge of an tapple' not as an tapple!' but as 
the grasping of a certain colour, taste, smell etc. It is an 
apprehension of the object as something but not related to a 
class and called by a name, Thus it is the knowledge of an. 
existence and attributes of an object but it cannot be 
expressed in word, In Savikalpa, an object is known as 
related to certain qualities. The ohject is same in 
Nirvikalpa and in Savikalpa, but in Nirvikalpa there is no 
Bien relation between the object and the class, name etc, 

and so it cannot be expressed in words or ina judgment, | But 
in Savikalpa the objects and its pRadas Hane etc. are apprehend. 
ed in the subject predicate relation. Nirvikalpa is the first 
and necessary state for Savikalpa.-. 

While the Buddhists accept only the nirvikalpa perception 
as valid Imowledge, the Grammarians (Sabdikas) hold that 
Nirvikalpa perception is not real, According to them all 
objects are connected with words. All knowledge and our 
ideas are expressed in propositions. There can be no such 
knowledge as Nirvikalpa which is independent of verbal 
expression. Therefore ail perception is Savikalpa or 
determinate knowledge of objects as qualified by ine attributes 
expressed in words, 

The Jainas however do not distinguish perception into 
Savikalpa and Nirvikalpa., But they recognise four stages of 
perception (which have already been explained earlier in this 
chapter). . Of these the first stage avegraha may be compared 
with Nirvikalpa perception. Some Jainas logicians like 
Akalazica holds it as determinate knowledge while others as 

indeterminate. But whether it is determinate or indeterminate, 
it is the first stage of perception, in the same way as the 


‘Nirvikalpa is regarded as the first stage of perception, 
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In the teakeea literature of the Jainas, perception is 
taken to be only determinate or savikalpa. Determination 
is a criterior of true knowledge. The Jainas do not accept 
.the Buddhist view of Nirvikalpa perception, In the following 
sections we will try to explain the Jaina criticism of the 
Nirvikalpa of the Buddhiate The Jainas also reject the view 
of the SAbdikas that there is an identity between the word: 
and the object. The criticism of the Sabdikas will be 
explained in S.5 of this chapter, 

4, Buddhist view of Nirvikalpa and its criticism 

According to the Jainas, the criterion of right knowledge 
is determinateness,. If it is not determinate it cannot 
contradict error, doubt etd? The Buddhists do not accept 
this view; they hold that determinateness is not a criterion 
of right knowledge, for it would then be conceptual. All 
conceptual knowledge is, according to them, false. They 
believe’ in pure sensation as valid knowledge, because it is 
free from all verbal expression. It is a pure sensation 
because the object of knowledge is umm unique and momentary. 
The verbal expression is not possible for a momentary object. 
if there is any verbal expression, it would be based on the 
memory of the object which was sensed before a few moments, 
Thus verbal expression cannot belong to right knowledge. If 
right knowledge is based on verbal expression then there would 
be a lapse of time between sensation and its verbal expression, 
At first there is sensation and then the verbal expression, | 
which is based on memory. Thus there is no value of this 
expression, it is like a dead body, 

The Jainas reject the Buddhist view that there is no 
wena expression or concept in perceptual knowledge, The 
Jainas say that it is always seen that there is verbal 
expression in all perceptual knowledge; for example on seeing 


blue one says "This is blue", There is no knowledge without 


Me RR PRI Se eT ee aE TC AC SR eet ee eo ea a 
150. tad vyavasaya svabhavam samaropa paripanthitwat 


pramanatvat va, P.N.T., 1.7. 
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any verbal expression. Thus according to the Jainas, all 
perceptual knowledge possesses some verbal expression. 
Otherwise, even non-conscious things would be able to unde! 

The Jainas contend that we experience only the 
savikalpaka and no nirvikalpaka. The Buddhist my reply that 
although both are present the two are wrongly taken to be 
one. The Jainas point out that two things may be taken as 
one only when their distinction is apprehended on some other 
occasion. In the present case we never apprehend nirvikalpaka 
and savikalpaka separately therefore we eaenes say that there 
are two things which are taken to be oe? 

The Buddhists, might still argue that the two are taken 
to be one because they take place simultaneously (yugapad). 
The Jainas point jae tnet we do not always take to be one all 
these knowledges which arise together. For example, one may 
have a visual, aitactual, and an auditory perception in same 
time, but no one ever fails to apprehend their difference. 
The Buddhists might reply that in this example the objects of 
the various knowledges are different. The Jainas reply, even 
in the case of nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka the objects we 
different, for the object of the former is momentary and the 
object of the latter is the sensation 2 

Again the Jainas argue that if the Buddhists accept the 
distinction between nirvikalpaka and savikalpaka, although this 
distinction is not apprehended, iis aeye-de they reject the 
Samkhya distinction between buddhi and consciousness on the 
very same eed 

The Jainas point out the difference between the igs may 
not be apprehended either due to the similarity between them 
or because one of them overpowers the othet?? But what could 


be the similarity ? Is it because the objects are identical or 


1515 ° SeRed 6s 
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154. S.R.I., 6. 
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is it because the two knowledges are of the same nature ? 
The objects are not identical, as we have Been before. The 
_ second alternative is also not acceptable, for in that case 
we should not also apprehend¢ the distinction between a _ 
sensation of blue and sensation of yellow for as sensation thew 
are alike>® 

Shall we then say that the two are not distinguished 
because one of them overpowers the other?4 The Buddhists 
hold that the savikalpaka overpowers the ical pale - The 
Jainas would ask : Why should not the nirvikalpaka overpower 
the savikalpaka ? The Buddhists might reply that the 
savikalpaka is stronger than nirvikalpaka. The Jainas ask : 
what does it strength consist in ? It cannot be due to its 
object, for the object of nirvikalpaka is also the object of 
savikalpaka otherwise the savikalpaka would be a completely 
different pramana. Shall we then say that the savikalpaka is 
strongér because it is judgmental ? But then where does its 
siaauedter character lie ? Does it lie in the nature of the 
knowledge or in the nature of the object ? Not the former, 
for every knowledge according to the Buddhists is self. 
revealing and this self-revelation is not judgmental. If 
the Gudiemantal character concerns the object, then every 
vikalpa would be both judgmental and non-judgmental and this 
would give rise to many difficuitied?® 

Again, what is meant by judgment of identity 

(ekatvadhyavasaya) between the two, (i) Does it mean that the 
two knowledges have the same object ? or (ii) does it mean 
that one of the knowledge takes Satna sobieed of the other ? 
or (iii) is one knowledge Saceniuoaseulen the other?” 
(i) The first alternative is not tenable, for the 


object of one is the universal md that of the other is the 


156, P.K.M., p.29 

157. P.K.M? p.e29 
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159. Kasya ca anayorekatvadhyavasayah kimekavisayatvanh, 
anyatarenanyatarasya visayikaranam va, paratretarasya 
adhyaropo va ? P.K.M. p.30. 
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weneveuteks The (drbsya) and hiss the vikalpa eetact be - 
mistaken’ to be one. If the tw are apprehended, they cannot, 
like a pillar.and jar, ever be confused, Further, how can 
the two be known ? They cannot be eed by nirvikailpaka 
“adiene nor by savikalpaka alone. They cannot be eciowe oy a 
third knowledge for this third knowledge must be either | 
vaneinnioaus Se savikalpaka, If the two are unknown, then 
also they éennot be mistaken to be one, All superimposition 
is due to similarity, but there is no simi tend ey between the 
drisya and the vikalpa. The one is real and the other is 
unreal. Therefore the two knowledges siete nes taken to be 
one in the first sense, 

(ii) Is it possible that one of the knowledge takes the 
other for its object ? If the two knowledges are simultaneous, 
then they are indifferent of each other and the one cannot be. 
the object of the other. If the two knowledges are in | 
different times, then also it is not possible. For being 
momentary when the later knowledge arises the former one would 
disappear. 

(445). Awestiied citerwatiwe de aise moe accepeanle? 

Is the nirvikalpaka superimposed on the savikalpaka or is 
the savikalpaka superimposed on the nirvikalpaka ? In the 
first case, there would be no savikalpaka judgment for all 
knowledge would become nirvikalpaka. In the second case, all 
knowledge would become savikalpaka so that we cannot even 
speak of nirvikalpaka, The Buddhists hold that the property 
of vaisadya which belongs to the nirwvikalpaka is wrongly 
transferred to savikalpaka and so the later seems clear and 
distinct. The saxx avaisadya belonging to savikalpaka is 
“wrongly transferred to nirvikalpaka. If the vaisadya of | 
nirvikalpaka overpowers the ava isadya of savikalpaka, 


then how could the same avaisadya be again transferred to 


160, S.R.I., 6 and P.K.M., p.30 
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nirvikalpaka 2? or if the avaigadya of savikalpaka overpowers: 
the vaisadya of nirvikcel pala then how can the latter vaisadya 
be again transferred to. the fornet?' 

Even we accept that the property of vikalpa is over 
powered by the property of nirvikalpaka, still we have to 
explain why this takes place. It cannot take place simply 
because the two knowledges are simultaneous for in that case 
if the thought of a horse and the perception of a sow hanpen: 
together then the former would become as clear as the ratte? 

The Buddhists may reply that the two having different 

objects, the property of one cannot be transferred to the 
wines? But in that case if we hear a sound at a particular 
time and at the same time infer its momentariness, then the 
clarity (vaisadya) of the first ought to be transferred to 
the inference. The Buddhists may reply that this does happen 
because the two knowledges arise out of different factors, 
The Jainas would say that in that case no vikalpa could arise 
from the same factors as these of nirvikalpaka. Vikalpaka 
arises from vakgmays, while nirvikalpaka arises from the contact 
of the sense organs therefore the property of nirvikalpaka 
can never Dee transferred to savikalpaka. | 


Who makes the judgment of identity between the £4939 


Nirvikalpaka cannot do it, for it ais non-judgmental and 
unerring; savikalpaka cannot do it, for it does not have the 
wipetai nein for its object. Why do the Buddhists regard 
savikalpaka perception as invalid ? Is it because (1) it lacks 
a clear and distinct form (spastakar vikalatvat) ? or (2) 

is it because it apprehends what is already apprehended 
(grahitagrahitvat) ? or (3) is it because it leads bac actiaty 
with respect to some thing which is non-existent - (asatipravar- 


tanat) ? or (4) is it because it is incapable of Leading 


161. S.R.1l. 6. and P.K.M. p.30 
162, S.R.I, 6 and P.K.M., p.31 
163. S.R. pe52=57 and P.E.M.,p.31-38. 
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to the attainment of what is’ good and nevaction of what is 
bad (hitahit prapti parihar samarthatvat) 2? or (5) is it 
because it is something contradicted (kadacitvisamvadat) or 
(6) is it because it does not negate error (sam&ropasya 
riisedhakatvat) ? (%) is it because it is unfit for practical 
use (vyavabarSnupayo git) or (8) is it because it does not 


apprehend the mere particular (svalaksanagocaratvat) or (9) 


is it because it manifests only that which is related to word ~ 


(Sabdasamsargayogya pratibhastvat) or (10) is it because it 
arises due to sabda (Sabdaprabhatvtvat). 


Not (1) because savikalpaka is known to be clear and 
distinct and also because the eanis difficulty outa invalidate 
inference as well. Not (2), because inference would be 
invalid on the same ground as the object of inference is 
already known in the knowledge of vyapti and also in the 
knowledge of the yogis. Not (3) hecause even the object of 
pieviepans is non-existent at the time of knowlege. 

Not (4) for it is well known that savikalpaka perception leads 
to attainment of the good and rejection of the bad, if 
sometimes it doed not do San that is also the cause with 
nirvikalpaka, Not (5) because nirvikalpa also may sometimes 
be contradicted as in the case of the perception of a person 
with disceased eyes. Not (6) because the substratum of error 
is not the object of vikalpaka. Not (7), because all practical 
activity is based on savikalpaka. Not (8), because inference 
also would be invalid on the sane ground. Not (9), because . 
the same defect also invalidates inference. Not (10), 
because a nirvikalpaka perception of a sound particular 
(sabdalaksna) would be imwk invalid on the same ground, 

To sum up the distinction between the: trath and error 
is to be found as much in nirvikalpaka as in savikelpake. 
There can be nirvikalpaka of the double moon if there is some 
defect in the eyes. It may be noted that the possibility in 
error in nirvikalpaka is not admitted by any other school of 


philosophy. 
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5. Examination of Bharthrhagy's view that all 
knowledge is linguistic. 


According to Bhartrharf, there is no knowledge without 


_connection with words. All knowledge is intermingled 
(anuvidha) with words. The followers of Bharthrhari distinguisk 
between three kinds of speech; the first is that which is 
used by us in the form'of alphabets and produced by efforts 
in succession. This is called vaikhari, The second is the 
inner speech, having succession but not expressed in audible 
sounds. This is known as madhyama. Finally, there is speech 
which is of the nature of sonsevouewess; which is self- 
revealing and which is free roe all the succession and 
distinctions. This is known as pagyanti. Speech in this. 
Last sees: according to Bharthrhari is the eternal Brahwioun. 
Ali distinctions are superimposed on the reality due to 
ignorance, That is why all knowledge is ultimately nothing 
but sabda. . 
The Jaina would ask 3; 

Criticism :; What is meant by this intermingling of knowledge 
with Sabda. Does it mean a special kind of connection between 
the two, as is found between mercury and ametal ? But if 
this were so, then there are two di Prerent inane: gaban 
and knowledge. This would go against the thesis of 
sabdadvaitavada. | 

Does it mean that there is tadatmya or identity 
between knowledge and gabda, just as there is identity pStwesn 
a piece of cloth and its blue colour ? If knowledge and word 
were identical, then knowledge would become unconscious like 
word. Again, if word is the same as knowledge, then words 


ny 


uttered by one cannot be heard by another, ; 

How is the identity be tween the two known ? / 
It cannot be known by perception because perception apprehends 
Sabda as distinct from itself. It cannot be apprehended by 
inference because such an inference would be contradicted 
by perception. 


to eau i 
164, All arguments are taken from SyidvAd-ratnikar Part I. 
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Bhartrhari may argue that the identity between 


% 


knowledge and gabda can be proved on the ground of the 
identity between moc word (Sabda) and object (artha).. 
Let us therefore examine whether this identity between 
word and object can be maintained. ’ 
Bhartrhari holds that there is the identity between 
knowledge and word that is all our knowledges of things are 
expressed in words. And this identity can be proved on the 
ground of the identity between word (Sabda) and Sbieot 
(artha). Thus Bhartrhari says that there is an identity 
between the word and the object because every object is 
denoted by a word. 

The Jainas ask : What do you mean by the identity 
between the word and the object ? Identity means possessing 
the nature of that. In the present case, with whom does 
word possesses identity ? Since there is no object other 
than word or no word other than object, one cannot speak 
of identity between them, 

Again, the Jainas point out that there is no 
perceptual knowledge of such identity. For example in 
visual perception one sees only the object as the jar, cloth 
etc. but he cannot see the aeras 'jar', ‘cloth! etc. And 
in auditory perception one hears only the words, ‘jar', 
‘cloth! etc, but he cannot eae the bEiecies. The identity 
cannot be proved by inference also because inference is 
based on perception, 

There is no identity between the word and the 
object, because these are the objects of different sense 
organs. For example, eye cannot manifest the object of 
taste. If colour and sound were perceived by the same sense 
organ then we need not accept many sense organs, only one 


sense organ will do. 


oad 


of 

The Jainas point out that it is not true to say that when 
the 'Sabda' is. heard, the ohject also is known. It is possible 
to apprehend an object without relating it to any word. If 
“ait is 'Sabda' even in such apparently non-linguistic knowledge 
then just as in the state of deep sm sleep sh subtle sound is 
present. But this account is not tenable. They cannot give 
a good explanation of why and how the subtle sound becomes 
gross sound, 

Since there is no identity between word and object, there 
is also no identity between word and knowledge. In fact if 
word and knowledge were identical then Bhartrhari's statement 
that all knowledge is mingled (anuviddha) with word would 
become pointless. 

They gave the example of brksatva and: singapatva. 
Thi's example does soeedeasess the sadhya which is complete 
identity. The two, brksatva and Singapatva are not 
completely identical. There are trees possessing but not 
possessing ee The example also does not possess the 
hetu, for there is no necessary rule that orie who perceives 


’ : es 
brksatva also perceives sinsapatva. 
orksatva sinsapatva 
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CHAPTER 3 


JAINA THEORY OF PERCEPTUAL TRROR 


The Jainas have defined pramg@ as the knowledge, which is 
vauwada emaicy (judgmental or determinate), It may be argued 
tea dite adjective is useless, since there is in fact no error 
or doubt which it can serve to exclude. The Jainas point out 
that this is not correct, because doubt is possible. Everybody 
feels doubt in every day. life. One who questions the 
posedbittty- oF doubt is himself making use of a doubt, nike is 
absurd. How is one to disprove the existence of doubt ? Does 
Raxmmas one know that thereis no doubt because of the non- 
existence of its causes, or because of the non-existence of 
its peruliar qualities, or because of the non-existence of its 
peculiar Bbseerl? The first argument is not good, for every 
doubt has some causes of its existence, These are ; the 
perception of the common agenaedien and non-perception of the 
specific qualities of an object. Again, doubt arises due to 
the samskaras and karma. Thus doubt has its own causes. The 


second argument is also wrong, because the peculiar nature of 


doubt 15 eepevienosd by “anyone Gn day te: Gay. dated. Phe third 
argument is also not correct, because every doubt has its 
object, there is nonnon-existence of thesobject of doubt; for 
example, in doubt the object appears as naeine two or more 
properties, In the case of the doubt "Is this ia mar or a tree?! 
the object is the Sanaa character of uprightness, not known 

to be determined either by "manhood" or by &£treeness", 


Thus the existence of doubt is proved and by the same 


arguments the possibility of viparvaya or error may also be 


proved, 
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1. Akhyativada 
: 166 

The Carvaka theory of error is called akhyati, for 
according to the Carvakas nothing is apprehended in viparyaya 
or error, They ask, what would be the object of the 
knowledge, in which one wrongly perceives water, where it is 
wots Is it water, or the non-existence of water, or mirage, 
or another thing ? In appearance of water in mirage, the 
object is not water, for if this were so then this knawledge 
could not be called error. The non-existence of water would 
not be the object of this knowledge because, knowledge has 
always some positive object. The mirage itself would not be 
the object of the knowledge because if the mirage appears as 
mirage then this knowledge would not be a viparyaya or error. 
The mirage would not seem as water, because one thing does not” 
appear like another, the jar does not appear as a cloth, Thus 
the vipargaya or error has no object. | 

The Jainas would ask, if there is no object of error, then 
how could an error have the specific form, ‘This is water' or 
'This is silver! ? And what do the Carvakas mean by akhyati 2 
Do they mean by it the non-existence of the object ? If they 
mean by it non-existence of the object, then there would be no 
difference between wk bhranti and susupti because in the state 
of susupti there is non-existence of the object. Thus the 
apeameut that in viparyaya there is Aausexerenass of object 
is not correct. 

2, AsatkhyStavade’ 

The advocates of the asatkhyAta theory may argue that the 
object that appears in error, if regarded as real, is 
non-existent. The form of the silver which appears is absent 
in the shell. According to the Madhyamikas, the knowledge of 
silver in the shell is erroneous because it manifests the 
non-existent silver as existent. The Jainas reject this and 
166. Prabhachandra uses the word Takhyati’ for the Carvaka 

theory of error. But generally the word ‘'akhyati't is 
used for the Prabhakara's theory of non-apprehension 


of the difference between a perception and a memory. The 
€aravaka theory is usually called ‘tasatkhyati'. 


167. P.K.M., p49 
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point out that the non-existent object cannot appear at all, 
just as the sky flower does not appear. The appearance of 
the non-existent object would be a contradiction, Only 
-existent things appear. If the object of viparyaya would be 
asat or non-existent then there would be no difference 
amongst the different kinds of errors. 
Ve Prasidharthakhyativads® 

According to the Samkhya view of error, it is not 
non-existence of ‘the object but the real objectis apprehended 
in error. ‘The wepsanemded object is not non-existent, but 
it appears as a real object. There is no contradiction here; 
just as -one perceives his own palm, so also in error one 
perceives a real object. One sees water in mirage. Itis 
another thing that afterwards he does not get water and his 
knowledge of the existence of water becomes false. A thing 
May appear first and may afterwards disappear but this 
disappearance should not be the cause of the non-existence 
of the thing. For example, the lightning appears in the sky 
and then disappears, but this does not mean that lightning is 
a non-existent thing. “Thus in error also the object cannot 
be called non-existent. The Jainas reject this view, and 
point out that if the object of error would be accepted as 
such, ‘then there would be no difference between the object 
of error and the object of one knowledge, the object of error 
would be apprehended like the object of true knowledge. Then 
one should see mead water in mirage. The Jainas ask, if one 
saw real water iaadveune then he must be able to find some 
marks of water afterwards. But this is not so in practice, 
In practice, one sees water in mirage but afterwards he finds 
that his knowledge of the existence of water was wrong, there 
was no water but due to some special causes he saw water. If 
really there was water, then afterwards also one would be 


able to find some marks of its presence. 
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4. Ltmakhyatavaal®©? 

According to the Yogaciras, all objects are only ideas, 
there is no external reality. There is no difference between 
the knowledge, knower and the object. Knowledge has the form of 
the object. The knowledge of silver in sheil is also subjective 
‘but due to avidya this subjective form appears as external. 

Prabhachandra points out that the Atmakhyativadin can be 
correct only if we also accept first that knowledge has the form 
of the object, and secondiy that knowledge knows only itself. 
Both these properties are to be rejected by the Jainas. Further, 
if all knowledge knows only its own form, then there would be no 
distinction between true knowledge and false knowledge, hawans- 
if the form of the silver is a form of knowledge, it would be 
impossible for it to appear outside, just as pleasure and pain 
never appear to be’ outside. The knower would neverhave the 
pravrtti to acquire for the inner states are constantly changing. 
‘If the Buddhists say that what is inner and changing appears as 
outer and permanent, then the Jainas point out that in that case 
the Byddhists would have to accept viparita Khyati. 

5. Amirvacantya Khyativada | 

According to anirvacaniya khyativada, the ohject of error 
is called anirvacaniya or indefinable. The.object of knowledge 
is aipprenenied as such. In knowledge of water, water is 
apprehended as water not as another thing. Thus in error if 
water is apprehended as water then there would be no error or 
false knowledge. On the other hand, if water is apprehended as 
not water(as non-existent), then it would be impossible, for 
how could a non-existent entity appear. If water is apprehended 
as existent at the same time, then there would be contradiction, 
which is not possible. Thus the object in error cannot be defined 
either as existent or as non-existent, therefore it should be 
anirvacaniya or indefinable. 

The Jainas reject this view of anirvacaniya and point 
out that the water is apprehended as real not as something 


169. P.K.M., pe50 
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anirvacaniyal? The pravrtti of the person who ase it is 
directed towards real water. One cannot have such behavior 
towards water that is anirvacaniya. The existence of water in 
‘mirage is apprehended in a particular place and time, how 
can then it be called anirvacaniya or indefinable ? What is 
apprehended shou 1d-not be called indefinable, If the 
Advaitists say that though the water is in itself anirvacaniya, 
yet it appears as real, in that case the Jainas point out that 
the Advaitists must accept Viparitakhyati, for one thing is 


appearing as another, 


6. SmptipramogavadA 


— oe F 


According to the Prabhadkara Mimamsakas, in knowledge of a 
shell as a silver, bhexe is not one knowledge but two 
knowledges. Because two different effects are pwoduced by two 
different causes. In the judgment "This is silver", ‘this! 
and ‘silver' are two different knowledges having two different 
causes, Knowledge of 'this' is caused by perception, and that 
of ‘silver' is caused by memory. The sense organs cannot 
perceive an absent object, the presence of a defect (doga) 
in the causes can only prevent the production of the sfteck; 
but a défective cause cannot produce a new effect. For 
example, if a Seed GF an apple tree is defective, it will not 
produce an apple trae, but it cannot go on to produce an sxe 
orange tree. Therefore, there are two knowledges, the 
knowledge of 'thist and the knowledge of tslivert The shell 
is apprehended as something present, but the 'silver' is not 
present, it appears in the shell aus to memory sf the past 
perception 7 of silver. In the knowledge of shell as silver, 
the difference between the memory and the perception is not 
apprehended. The memory of the past experience of silver 
and the present experience of the shell are mixed up and the 
shell appears as silver. tn this case of error the memory of 


silver does not appear as memory. This is called by the 


ed 
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Prabhakaras smrtipramosa or suppression of memory. As a 
who : 
consequence, the man/is under illusion does not know that he 


is remembering. From this non-apprehension of the distinction 


between perception and memory arises the pravrtti of the person, 
The Jainas reject the Prabhakaras view. They hold that 


in the case of dogsa it is not true that the presence of a doga 
cannot produce a new effect. But the defect or doga of the eyes 
is the cause of wrong knowledge. It is the dosa or the defect 
of sense organs due to which a non-existent object seems as 
existent. In the knowledge of a shell as a silver, there is 

no asatkhyati, but the error is due to the similarity of sheal 
and silver. A perception of a wy flower cannot be due ee such 
similarities. There is not atmakhyati also, because the silver 
is Pewereereseacye not a form of the knowledge. The knowledge 
of the silver is rather caused by samskara together with dosa 
and similarity. 

The knowledge of silver in a shell is not "It is that 
silver" because silver is epuecucnaae as present. How can the 
experience of the past be apprehended as enat of the present ? 
This difficulty is the same with the Prabhakaras also. Thus, 
how would, in smrti pramosa, the past experience be goede 
in the present object ? Though there is the similarity between 
the shell and the silver yet the shell cannot be called ‘this 
is silver', because there is no real silver and it also cannot 
be said "there is no silver", becausethe shell appears as the 
silver. There is no vivekakhyati which seotaapeues cas bheda 
or difference between the 'this' and 'silver'. For example, 
in the judgment 'this is a pot' there is no difference between 
'thist and 'pot't. Thus the defect of the sense organ would be 


the cause of wrong knowledge. 


The Jainas ask, what is meant by smrtipramoss!* ? 
Is it the absence of memory,or is it the apprehension of the 
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other, (other than the remembered silver) or is it the 
avpaslene ton of the past object as present ?. Or is it an 
apprehension in which memory and present perception are mixed 
‘up without distinction like milk and water ? 

The first alternative would not be right for if the 
absence of memory would be smptipramoga then how can the silver 
perceived in the past be apprehended in present ? If in such 
cases, ra ae is absent, then there would be no difference 
between smrtipramoga arid states of swoon or deep sleep. 

Smrtipramosa is not also apprehension of something 
other enan the remembered silver, for if it were so, then it 
may be asked, is this apprehension in the same time as the 
memory, or does it take place after the memory ? In the 
former case, 1f there.is perception of a jar during the memory, 
theme should be smrtipramosa which is absurd,’ If the 
appearance of the other takes place after the memory, it 
cannot bring about pramosa of that memory For if it could 
do so, then every succeeding knowledge could bring about a 
a amosa of the preceeding memory. 

Nor can Smptipramo ga be apprehension of the past silver 
as present, for in that case, there ought to be absence of 
clearness in the memory of the silver as in the case of other 
memories. But this is not so. 

Smrtipramosa cannot also be the mixture of memory 
with perception without distinction as in the case of milk 
and water. What is meant by non-distinction ? Is it the 
apprehension sé two real but different things as identical ? 
Or is it a relation of sariglesa between the two ? Or is it 
origination together ? In the first case, one has to accept 
viparitakhyati which is the Jaina view. The second alternative 
is not possible for there cannot be relation of auslega 
between two knowledges. In the pa last case, any two 


knowledges arising together could be undistinguished but this 
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is not 80. 

The knowledge of the double moon is not memory, for in 
that case there should not be a relation of mniversal 
“co-presence and co-absence between its knowledge and the 
sense eeeeus: 

On the theory of smrtipramosa, there cannot be a 
correcting knowledge. Where the error is corrected, we say, 
“this is nét silver". We do not say, "the appearance of 
silver was a memory". 

7. Anyathakhyati or Viparitakhyati 

According to this view, an illusory experience is not 
a complex of perception and memory as the Prabhakaras hold. 
But it is a single perception. Error is the apprehension of 
an object as other than what it is. This view is called 
anyathakhyati of viparitakhyati and it is accepted by the 
Naiyayikas, Kumarila and the Jainas,. 

"According to the Nyaya, illusion is a misplaced fact, 
All the factors of an illusory perception anm are real and 
perceived facts, but they are brought into a wrong relation. 
In the illusory perception of silver, for example, we have an 
actual perception of a certain locus and some silver, both 
as real facts. The error arises because the silver perceived 
at a different time and place, is related to the time and place 
occupied by the perceived locus, namely, the wheli?" 

Kumarila holds, that error consists in malobservation, . 
Due to wrong apprehension we do not note the peculiar qualities 
of a shell as distinguished from the silver, and at the same 
time by the glow etc. (of the shell) we take the shell as the 
silver, which we have seen elsewhere. The silver is not 
utterly non-existent, because it exists elsewhere and it is 
the memory of it, (as experienced before) which creates 
confusion and leads us to think of the shell as silver. Thus 


the error is due to the determination of one presentation by 
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another given through association and memory (Jaétyasamskarat). 

Prabhachandra accepts the view of viparitakhyati. He 
holds that in the knowledge of tree as man, the error consists 
a6 wrong apprehension of the qualities of the object. The 


error arises due to the defects of eyes or some other causes, 


Thus §We Jainas accept the view of viparitakhyati. 


PART LIL 


NON=-SENSUOUS PERCEPTION 
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CHAPTER 1 


THE IDEA OF NON-SENSUOUS PERCEPTION IN PHTLOSOPHY 


The concept of non-sensuous perception is found in most 
of the systems of Indian philosophy. The non-sensuous perception 
is called as atindriyapratyaksa. It is intuitive experience, 
arises in the self. In the first place such perception is not 
caused in the ordinary way. The sense organs do not play a role 
in its production. Secondly, there is no limitation of space, 
time and place for it. One possesses the experience, can ow 
the objects of the past, present, future, far aiid wens 

Again, the systems, which believe in atindriya pratyaksa 
accept that it arises in the self directly when the ignorance is 
destroyed by the regular practice of mental and bodily discipline. 
And in the state of purification or perfection, the self shines 
by the light of great knowledge, and there arises some 
supernormal powers or the siddhi or labddhi in the self. These 
are not any type of miracles, but the power of the self itself 
which arises by the destruction of ignorance. 

The aim of the yogi is not to acquire the supernormal 

power, He practises for his purification and to get freedom 


from the bondage of the world, 


1, Nyaya conception of alaukika pratyaksa or 
extra ordinary perception, 


The modern Naiyayikas clasified perception into two types, 
Laukika or ordinary perception and alaukika or extra-ordinary 
perception. The first type of perception is based on the sense 
object contact. In the second type of perception, the objects 
are not actually present to the senses, but are experienced 
through an extra-ordinary medium, All the various kinds of 


extra ordinary sense object contract are called alaukika 


sannikarsa,. Extra-ordinary perception is of three kinds, 


namely, Samanya laksana, Jidnalaksana and yogajya. 
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(a)  Samanya laksana pratyaksa is the perception of a 
whole class of object through the perception of its generic 


property (samanya) when one perceives an object as a pot, he 
judges it as belonging to the class of pot, thus us perception 
of one pot implies the perception of all pots. According to 
the Naiyayikas, when we perceive one pot, we perceive the 
universal 'potness' as its defining property. It is the 
perception of the universal 'potness'! in the present pot. This 
universal serves as the medium through which all members of the 
same class are also perceived. We have a perception of all pots 
of all times and of all places by the perception of one pot. 
Only one does not perceive all those pot (excepting the present 
one) in their specific characters one only perceives them in 
their generic character of potnsaa’ 

(b) Jiianalaksana - On seeing a piece of sandal wood, 
one may say 'I see é piece of fragrant sandal Wood's. Ordinarily, 
one does not see fragrance, one smells it. But in the present 
case, one has a direct visual experience of the gx fragrance of 
the sandal wood. How is this possible ? Here the past 
knowledge of fragrance brings about the present visual perception 
of it. There is no ordinary ma apprehension of fragrance, It 
is an indirect and extra-ordinary perception, in which a past 
knowledge leads to the present perception of its own object. 
Thus it may be called an Aveo catiasy perception which is not 
based on the direct contact between the object and its sense 
orgahe 

(c) Yogaja - It is the intuitive perception of all 
objects, past, present, future and distant. It is due to a 
special quality (or power) which arises (in the self) by the 
practice of Yoga. Those who have attained spirtitual perfection, 
attain the knowiedee, thoush their mind, of the akasa, of the 


anu, and of all the objects of all time, they are called Yukta. 


174. S.C.Chatterjee, Nyadya theory of knowledge, p.209=-210. 
175. Ibid, p.Q\8- 214 
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The Yukta have this special power by the practice of Yoga and 
meditation, and it cannot be destroyed. And thosw who are in 
the way of perfection and do not possess this power fully are 


called Yufi uti 28a, 
. 177 


2. The Advaita conception of Brahma jfiana 


According to Sankar, Brahman is present to every man ad 
is the universal self in all. Brahman is reality but different 
from the phenomenal world and not sensible. Brahman is of the 
nature of consciousness; knowledge is its essential property. 
It is sat (real), cit (consciousness) and ananda (bilss)., We 
cannot attain the knowledge of reality or the Brahman, so long 
as we are subjec to avidya or ignorance, Vidya gives the 
highest conceptual account of Brahman Brahmanubhava gives 
the highest experience of Brahman. The Brahmanubhava is of 
two fold, the first, the experience that ' I am Brahman' . 


(Brahmanam asmityanubhava), and the second experience arises 


with reference to the universe, that ‘All this is Brahman! 
(Sarvam Khalvidam Brahama). 

There is no difference between Brahman and Atman. Atman 
is Brahman, The anubhava of Atman or the integral experience 
is a type of intuitional consciousness which may be called the 
knowledge of Brahman, in which the individual self feels the 
identity with Atman or Brahman. It is the ¢ inexpressible 
experience beyond thought ans speech. It is saksatkar or 
direct perception of the awareness of the empirical self and 
the Atman. One can get this intuition of Atman due to faith, 
devotion, matkkx meditation and study, by a gpmr preparation of 
mind, It is neither a mere fancy nor a private truth but it 
is open to all. . 

3e Supernormal powers in Yoga Syst dn? 
Through the practice of Yoga, the sadhaka of the Yoga 


acquires some supernormal powers in particular state of the 


i 


176. Karikavali, p.204 : 
- 477. ##%S.Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy IL, p.510-513 
178. S.Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy II. p.366-368 
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Yogigasadhana, These are called siddhi or the supernormal 
powers, and a knowledge of supernormal objects. Through it 
the Yogi or the Sadhaka knows the inmost core of objects and 
reaches a the great light of wisdom (prajha@loka). He acquires 
‘etentensd powers of the senses by which he can see and hear 
at a distance, and direct knowledge of the past. And the Yogi 
can acquire knowledge of others' mind (paracittajfianam). He 
can know also the past, present and future by the supernormal 
power. The Yogi can make 7 his body invisible also. And by 
the realisation of the difference between the self and the 
outer world he gains omniscience,. 

A Yogi can acquire all these supernormal powers by the 
discipline of body and mind, The aim of a Yogi is not to 
acquire them but he tries to make perfect his self and to get 
freedom. According to the Yoga System of philosophy, these 
supernormal powers are not considered as miracles, because 
they hold that the woud open to our senses is not the whole 
world of nature. Our physical senses do not have the power or 
capacity to perceive the whole world. The world beyond our 
capacities has its own science and laws; which are apprehended 
by the supernormal power of the Yogi. <A Yogi acquires this 


capacity Bue to discipline and meditation. 


4k. Yogi pratyaksa of the Buddhists 


Dharmakirti defines Yogi pratyaksga as the knowledge 
which is manifested in the highest state of deep Mearesk ton: ou 
transcendental realit}? Dharmottars! commentory on this 
suggests that there are three stages or degrees of this 
transcendental perception. In the first stage, the object 
begins to be clear (sphuta&bhatvdrambhavastha) this state is 
called bhavandprakarsa. In the second stage ¢ the Yogi 
apprehends the transcendental reality as if it were covered 
by a transparent sheath. This stage is called 


prakargaparyantavastha. The third stage is as widk vivid 


179. bhutarthabhavanaprakarsaparyantajam Yogi Jnanam ceti, 
Nyadya Bindu, p.14 


e 
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perception of the object as in the perception of an amalaka 
. fruit on one's paim, This last stage is the Yogi's direct 


knowledge or the Yogi pratyakas9, It immediately arises in 


” the highest stage of meditation. 


Dharmottara says that the Yogi pratyaksa is clear and 
nirvikalpa knowledg$! The shgmmt object of yogi pratyaksa 
is 'paramarthasat' or the ultimate reality. According to the 
Buddhists the unique particular and the non-constructed alone 
is redf? 

The particular is inexpressible. It is direct apprehen- 
sion of reality, there is no construction, it is just as the 
mere sensation or the knowledge of the momentory particular, 
But this perception is entirely mental, not sensuous? 

The Buddhists Yogi pratyaksa has also called 
omniscience (sarvajtatey. But the nature of it cannot be 
expressed in words (aniravacaniya). Because a common man does 
not possess the power to explain it, in order to explain it 


one must be an omniscient. We only can imagine 135 


180. Nyaya Bindu, p.15 ; 

181. Sphutabhatvadeva ca nirvikalpakan, Nyaya Bindu, p.15 

182, Tasya visaya svalaksanan, tadeva paramarthasat, Nayadya 

Bindu, p.15-17 

183. This is a kind of perception which is entirely mental, 
Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic II, p.30 

184. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist logic II. p.56 

185. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist logic I, P.162 
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CHAPTER 2 


THE JAINA THEORY OF NON-jSENSUOUS PERCEPTION 


1. The Jainas classified perception into two types, the 
Saivyavaharika and the Mukhya. The Sahvavaharika pratyaksa 
ie empirical perception which depends on the sense organs and 
mind. The iaihiya oF the nonesensuous perception is direct 
knowledge, whkk whibh arise directly in the self without the 
help of the sense organs and mind; we may call it therefore 

‘ gupersensuous perception, 

The Jaina theory of knowledge is based on their conception 
of self. The Jainas hold that the self is omniscient, 
Knowledge is its essential quality. It possesses infinite 
knowledge, Knowledge of all things and at all times. But due 
to the obstruction of the Karmik matter, knowledge is obscured, 
What is the Karmik matter and how and why it obscured the pure 
self ? So to understand this, it is necessary at first to go 
through the Jaina metaphysicts, because their theory of 
knowledge is based on their metaphysics. 

The Jainas believe in seven tattvas or seven principles 3: 
Jiva, ajiva, Asrava, bandha, Sahvara, nirjara and moxs 8° 
Here we may try to explain the seven principles of the 
Jainas,. 
1) The Jiva or the self - Self is a conscious entity. 
It possesses infinite knowledge, infinite vision 
(darasana), infinite power and infinite bliss, ‘These: 
are the essential qualities of the self. In its pure 
condition the four qualities are fully developed in 
the self, | 
2) Ajiva - What is other than the jiva is ajiva. The 
jiva is conscious but ajiva is non-conscious. It may 
be called matter. Every self is essentially pure, 
matter is the cause of an mmx unclean veil on the 


self due to which the self cannot shine in its 


186, jivajivasravabandha samvara nirjara moksah tattavan, 


te Setet 
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natural conditions. Jiva and the matter are 
mixed up from the beginningless time. But the 
veil of matter may be destroyed by the discipline 
of body and mind, and then the self may come to 
its natural condition of infinite knowledge and 
infinite bliss etc, 

3) ASrava The &srava may be called as the movement of 
the karmik matter. The whole universe is full of 


Karmik matters, according to the Jainas, And 


through the action of body, mind and speech the 
karmik matter is attracted to the self. The 
movement of the karmik matters towards the self 
is called Aasrva. Asrava means a door way or a 
channel. The passage through which water finds 
its way into a tank is called asrava. In the 
same way the principle through which karmik 
matter flows into the self is called adsrava. 
The self is effected by raga, dvesa, rati, and moha which 
are the actions of body, speech and mind, These actions are 


called 'yoga'; that is the kayayoga, vacanyoga and manayoga. 
Due to these three forms of yoga karmik matter flows into the 
self; yoga is thus the same as adrave! 

The past matters of the self effect its present activity, 
and the present activities determine the future of the self. 
The karmas are themselves indifferent, they donot desire to 
come or to stay but it is through the self's actions which 
are ane by body, mind and speech that the Karmik matters 
are attracted to the self just as the iron fitiwggs are 
attracted to a magnet. : 
4) Bandha - Baridha may be called the karmik bondage. 

Asrava iecde to bandha or the bewiees of the self. 


On account of yoga, karmas begin to collect in the 


self, bringing about its bondage, It is to be noted 


187. Kayavanmanah karmayogah, sa Asravah, T.S. 7.12. 
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that along with the inflow of karmas into the 
self passions or kasayas make their appearance 
and as a consequence of that, the self goes 
along the path of its own bond 88, And by 
continuing to take in the karma matter, there 
arises in it mithyattva or falsyfaith, avirati 
or non-restraint and pramad or delusion. And 
these are the causes of the bondage of the 
self (bandha hetavah). 

5) Samvar - Samvar may be called stopping the inflow of 
karma matter. The inflow of the karmik matter 
may be. stopped and this is called Sauvars? 

The self that wants ceavation must first tm 
try to break the karma-fetters. Ordinarily it 
is very difficult to break them off all of a 
sudden because the activities of the self are 
first directed to the stoppage of the karma- 
flow or dgrava. Sarivara consists in the 
stoppage of the adrava, Samvara presents the 
further inflow of karma, Samvara is brought 
about by threefold restraint of body, mind and 
speech (kayagupti, mano ti, vacangupti), 
and by performance of duties(samiti), 
piety towards all living beings (dharma), by 
pxakyxkonardexatixtining suffering of 
privatious (parisahajaya) by penance (tapasa) 
by contemplation of the unsatisfactory nature 
of the world (anutpreksa) and by good conduct 
(caritea) for the achievement thereof, 

188. sakasgayatvajjivah karmano yogyan pudgalanadatte, 8a 


bandhs, T.S. 8.2 and 3. 
189. asravanirodha samvarah, T.S.9e1. 


190. TeS.,y Ge2 


6) Nirjara - Nirjara means the falling away of 


the karmik matters from the self. Sativara stops 


the inflow of fresh karmas. But it is also 
necessary that the already collected karmas 
are destroyed, because salvation is impossible 
so long as karmas remain in the self. Nirjara 
consists in the annihilation of the already | 
introduced karmas. Nirjara is of two types; 
savipaka and avipaka. The former consists in 
the annihilation of the karmas which arises 
when their fruits are all enjoyed. Avipaka 
nirjara is the destruction of the karmas 
through penance etc., even before their fruits 
have been enjoyed, 

7) Moksa ~ It may be called liberation from karma 
or complete freedom of the self from karmik 
matter. When Adrava is stopped, bandha becomes 
loosened, the already collected Rass are 
destroyed by nirjara and thus the karmas 
disappear from the self altogether. In the 
state of salvation there is no bondage. Moksa 
consists in the state of infinite knowledge, 
infinite vision, infinite power and infinite 
joy (anantajfana, anahtadarsana, anantavirya 
and anattananda) in the self, The self returns: 
to its natural state, Thus the karmik matters 
are the cause of ignorance or the obstructions 
of knowledge. There are eight types of karmik 
matters one of them is the jfianavarniya karma 
or the knowledge obscuring mates, The 
juanavarntya karma or the knowledge obscuring 
karmas are sub-divided into five types. This 
classificationis based on the classification 


191, Karmagrantha I, p.8. 
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of khowledse? In the Jaina Aagmas knowledge 
is described as being of five types: namely 
abhinibodhik or matijMana, srutajfana, 

avadhi jfiana, manhparyaya jiana and kevalajnhana, 
and there are also five corresponding of 
knowledge obscruing karmas namely 

mati jwanavaraniya. Srutajhanavarniy, 

avadhi jilanavarniya, manahparyaya jfianavarniya 
and the keval jhanavarniya karmas, And due to 


these Five types of avaranas the five types of 
knowledge are mkareruesdt obscured or are not 
manifested, When an avarana is destroyed the 
knowledge which it concealed is manifested, 
The first four types of knowledge are partial 
knowledges and the last one alone is the 


perfect or infinite knowledge. 


2. RELATION BETWEEN SELF AND KARMAS 


The matter or the pudgals which attract the self are 


193 


instrument, only an omniscient being may perceive them, 

They belong to the whole atmosphere and due to the ak 
activities of body, mind and speech they attracts towards the 
self. 

The relation of the self and matter has heen come 
from the beginningless time. Matters has mix with the self 
just as water mixes with milk, the relation between self and 
matter is called as a relation of water and mile? There is 
a link of the relation, the old matters of the self affect 
its present activity and the present activities determine 
the future of the sel?? But the relation of self and matter 
is not pegdanene. When the self possesses the bhedjnana 
or viveka that is the self realises that the matter and the 
192. Karmagrantha 1, p.9- 

193. Karmagrantha I, pe2. 
194, KarmagraYitha I, pe2~ 


195. Karmagrantha I,p.2 
196, Karmagrantha I, pe3- 
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self are differast, self is pure but due to its relation with 
matter it cannot come in its natural state. As soon as the 
self realises the difference, it tries to search for the causes 
“of the relation and tries to avoid the causes, In scriptures, 
the passions (kasayas) are said as the causes, the ragadi 
are the causes or hetu of the bondage of the self. Therefore 
when the self realises the difference between the self and 
matter it tries to give up passions with the help of mental 
and bodily discipline and meditation, And gradually it becomes 
successful, it becomes pure. Then no more the relation, the 
self becomes in its natural stage, it becomes pure and perfect 
there arises infinite knowledge. This pure self may be called 
Jina, Arhat or Parmatma. | 

The question may be asked, if knowledge is the essential 
quality of the self then how it is veiled by the karmik 
matters ? Hemchandra would repiy that though the self is 
obscured by the veil of the karmik matters, yet there is no 
end to the nature of the self; the light of knowledge is not 
destroyed by the veil in the same way as the light of the sun 
or moon are not destroyed by the veil of the clouds. The 
obstructions of the karmik matter upon the self is beginningles, 
but it ends, just as gold has dust and other substances but 
they may be removed by some materials and then gold can be 
made pure. In the same way the veil of the karmik matter 
may be destroyed or removed by the regular practices of bodily. 
and mental discipline and meditation, 

Again, it may be asked, if the self is formless then 
how could it be obscured by matter ? The reply would be thus : 
though consciousness has no form yet it is found to be 
deeiuenesd by wine etc. In the same way the formless self 
may be influenced by the karnhas. 

Another question may be asked, is the nature of the 


self changed by the obstruction of the karmas ? Since self is 
denen mite ae tease remnant 
197. P.eM., 161.15 

198. P.M., 1.1.15 
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eternal, how can it be influenced by the karmas ? Sinmaxsake 
The Jainas reply is that the self is eternal in one sense and 
non-eternal in another sense. Self is eternal in its essential 
nature, the karmik matters do not influence its essential 
ere But the self is non-eternal in the sense, that its 
‘attribute or the paryayas are changing, they come and go, 
they have beginning and end, they are net eternal. Thus the 
self is not kutasthanitya but parinaminitya. That is why, 
though eternal, yet it undergoes change? - 
3 THE MEANING OF THE MUKHYA PRATYAKSA 

As mentioned before, mukhya pratyaksa is the direct 
knowledge, which arises in the self directly without the help 
of the sense organs and mind. It arises when the obstruction 
of the karmas is destroyed, The word mukhya means superior, 
therefore the mukhya pratyaksa is defined as superior knowledge. 
As the face has a superior status compared to the other parts , 
of the body, the mukhya pratyakga is also superior amongst all 
knowledges. The Jainas believe that the mukhya pratyaksa is 
of three types namely Avadhi, Manahaparydya, Kevala. These are 
the direct knowledges by the self itself and are not based on 
the instrumentality of the sense organs and the mind. The 
Kevala or amniscience occurs when there is complete destruction 


of all karmas. But when the destruction of the veil is not 


conplete, the two other varieties, the avadhi and the 


manahparyaya,s appeaye 
Ae THE DEFINITION OF MUKHYA PRATYAKSA 


In the Agamik literature, only Mukhya pratyaksa is called 
as simply 'pratyaksa' ; pratyaksa is there derinsd.ce the direct 
knowledge in the sense that it arises in the self without the 
help of the sense organs and mind. But Later on in the logical 


literature pratyaksa is classified into two types: the 


samvyavaharika and the mukhya. 


199. P.Me1e1.15 : 
200. tat sarvathavaranavilaye cetanasya svaripavirbhavo mukhyam 


kevalam, tattaratamye'vadhimanahparyayao ca, P.M.1.15 and 
18. 
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The Mukhya pratyaksa is defined in different ways by 
different Jaina philosophers, although the meanings are not 
very different, For example, Akalanka defines ches : 

“tthe mukhyapratyaksa is not caused by sense organs, it arises 

in the self", Vadideva defines it thus : "the parmarthika 
pratyaksa arises in the self without any intermediatién- 
Manikya-nandi and Hemchandra also define it as a perfect 
knowledge arising in the self without the instrumentality of the 
sense organs. Now we will try to explain Manikyanandis 
definition of the Mukhya pratyaksa. 

Manikyanandi defines mukhyapratyakga thus : "Mukhya 
is that clear, non-sensuous and infinite knowledge of which 
. all veils are removed by special conditios92” The question may 
be asked what is the speciality af such Snpiabve knowledge ? 

The commentator Prabhachandra replies that it arises when 
all the veils of the karmas are removed completely under 
special conditions (samagrivises). Right faith, (samyakdargana) 
is the internal condition while space, time etc. are the 
external conditions. When all these conditions are favourable, 
the karmas are removed completely and there arises the 
mukhya pratyaksa. 

Prabhachandra explains mukhya pratyaksa with the help 
of an inference ; "wher egver there is clear and true knowledge, 
there is the destruction of all veils, just as in the case of 
perception of trees etc. which were being enclosed by clouds or 
mezee. Mukhya pratyaksa is clear and right knowledge. It is 
non-sensuous (atindriya) i.e. does not depend on mind and the 
sense organs, so it is perfect and infinite. Whatever is not 


non-sensuous does not possess the adjective "is independent of 


the mind and the senses, "(yattu natindriyadisvabhavam na 


jatvactapekeatvear visesanavisistam) just as our ordinary 


sensuous knowledge, which is caused by the sense organs and 


201. mukhyam atindriyam jfanam, A.G.T. p.2 

202, paramarthikam pukarutpattavatma na@trapekgan, P,.N.T.2.18. 

203. samagri-vigesa—vistes$itakhilavaranam\tindriyah asegato 
mukhyam P.K.M. pe2ht oe . 

204. yadyatra spastatve satyavitathany jhanam tat 
tatrapagatakhilavaranam yatha rajoniharadyantafita 
vrksAdao tadapagamaprabhavayw jfianam,P.K.M. pe2kt 


117 


tid mind, Thus the mukhya is that pratyaksa which is 
non=sensuous infinite whatever is not of this kind, is not 
mulkhya just as our sensuous knowledge, 

The Buddhists may point out here, that it is not true 
that knowledge arises by the destruction of the obstruction 
of knowledge ( j8andvarana). There are no such obstructions 
(avaranas). If there were such veil then what is that 
obstruction 2? Is it the body or the passions (ragadi) or 
the time, space etc ? The body and the passions are not the 
obstructions of knowledge, for knowledge is found to arise ¢ 
even in their presence alsoe The Jainas may reply that the 
existence of obstructions of knowledge ( jtanavaranas) is 
well known. | 

Prabhachandra tries to prove the existence of 
avarana with the help of ahi inference, "Whatever knowledge 
does not apprehend its own object, is a sadvarana; just as 
the defective eye cannot apprehend its own object i.e. the 
one moon,and perceives two moons, Knowledge can instrically 
apprehend all objects, it is infinite but it cannot in fact 


i 


know all objects. Therefore its limitations must be due to 
some Avarakg? 

The Advaitins hold that avidya is the advarana,not the 
karmik matter, because something murta cannot veil the 
immaterial (amirta) knowledge. For if it were so, then body 
may also be the dvarana. The Jainas-point out that this is 
not true, because it is found that intoxicants which are 
material may obscure knowledge. There is no such rule that 
the avarana of knowledge must be itself giaterte! « 

According to the Yoga, karma is a quality of the self, 
it is not a pudgala. The Jainas point cut that if the karmas 
are the quality of the self then they could cise be the cause 


| 
of bondage of the self. And in that case either the self shoulc 
| 
205. yat jfamam swavisaye'pravrttimat tat savarana yatha 
kam&lino locanavi jianamekacandramagi, svavigaye 
aSesarthalaksane'pravrttimeca jnanamiti, P.K.M., p22. 
206. madiradina murttenapyamtrtasya jnandderavarana darsanat, 
P.K.M. p.243 
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be completely in bondage or always free, Whatever is the 
quality of something cannot be the cause of the bondage of 
that thing just as colour ete. are the quality of earth but 
not the cause of its bondage. Therefore, karmas are also not 
the quality of the self, for they are the cause of its bondage. 
The Saihkhyas hold that the karmas are not the quality 
of the self but they are the production of prakrti. The Jainas 
would reject this for they do not bevasde in the §ankhya theory 
of prakrti. A question may be asked, if there are karmas and 
if the chain of karmas be beginningless, then how is the 
obstruction of the karmas to be destrgyed ? The Jainas reply 
that there are some special. conditions under which they may be 
destroyed; these are the vight knowledge (samyakajfiand right 
faith (samyakdargan) and right conduct (samyakca@ritra). 
These three are the ways by which the karmas are destroyed, 
Prabhachandra holds that there are nirjara and sanivar which 
make the self free from the obstruction of the karmas. The 
possibility of nirjara may be proved by the following inference}; 
"the karmas of the self may sometimes be all destroyed because 
their effects are So eaeea.. If something is not destroyed 
then its power of wibaietans oetecte does not come to an end, 
as in the case of time." 
Again there is the principle of samvara. Saivara stops 
the karma attraction towards the self, Thus Prabhachandra 
says that nirjara and samvar destroy the beginning less karma 
obstruction of the sett! 


5 Kinds of mukhya pratyaksa 
The Jainas hold that there are three types of mukhya 


pratyaksa, avadhijnana, manahparyaya jana and kevaljmana. The , 
former two are called as despratyaksa and the last one is 


called sarvapratyakes (or the vikalpratyaksa and sakalpratyaksa) 
Although all the three types: of mukhya pratyaksa are non- 


sensuous and they all arise in the self directly yet the 


207.A1l1l the arguments are quoted from Prameya-kamal-martanda 
pe24t1— 246 Sl 
208.tad dvedha desapratyakgam sarvapratyaksam ca desapratyaksama 


vadhimanahparyaya jfiane, sarvapratyaksam kevalam, T. Ve, 
1.20.15. , 
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desapratyakga are partial knowledges, The sarvapratyaksa 
is the knowledge of all, it is perfect and infinite knowledge. 
Thus the kevaljfidna is sie imnowkedae of all, it is omniscience, 
The three types of miiyapoatedias may now be explained one by 
en . - 
(1) AVADHT JNA 

As mentioned before, there are five types of iisyieases 
according to the Jaina iganas, namely mati, sruta, avadhi, 
manahparyaya and kevala. The former two are J sensuous 
knowledge and are called samvyavaharika pratyakas and the latter 
three are non=sensuous knowledge and are called mukhyapratyaksa 
in the logical literature. The Jainas hold that the self 
possesses infinite knowledge as its essential quality but due 
to the obstruction of the karmas this infinite knowledge is 
not manifested. When the obstructions are destroyed, the 
knowledge arises. There are five types of obstructions 
corresponding to the five types of knowledge. Each type of 
ubwiedee is obscured by its own obstruction or jianavarafa? 
As for example matijnana ie Ohecured by matijtanavarana and 
it arises by destruction and subsidence (keayopagam). of its 
karmik veil (mardgiannvavens’:. In the same way, avadhi- jtidna 


xS& arises by the destruction and subsidence of the 
} 


avadhijianavarana. | 

The avadhi iia is non-sensuous knowledge. It arises 
in the self without the help of the sense organs and the mind, 
‘Avadhit means limitation though avadhijfana is non-sensuous 
yet it is limited. Because jdue to avadhi one can perceive the 
objects which possess from or shape (xapfa?. All the objects 
which have £xr form are manifested in avadhi but their all 
modes cannot be manifested dn this knowledge, It apprehends 
the objects which possess form although the objects are of 
the past, future or are diatant. It can apprehend very fine 
objects, such as the atoms ana the karmik matter etc. All 


209. Karmagrantha I. p.9 
210. rupisvavadheh, T.S.1,28 


, 
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these objects are known by the self directly. 

Avadhija@aais mda divided into many types. All kinds of 
avadhijtana cannot apprehend all objects of all space and of 
-space—and-ef all time. This faculty differs in different 
beings on account of the development of their spiritual 
discipline, The highest type of avadhinj¥a@aqis able to 
apprehend the tena ey objects of all time and of all space. 
The lower type of avadhixtlana extends to a very small 
fraction of space and tihe! 

The question may arise, who possesses this knowledge ? 
With respect of its possessor, the avadhijNana is of two 
typei* namely bhavapratyaya and gunapratyaya. The 
bhavapratyaya avadhijtiana is that which arises in a person due 
to his birth; for example, the beings of heaven and hell 
acquire this kind of avadhijiiana which is their birth right? 
The gunapratyaya avadhi jhana is’ that which has to be aggx 
acquired as a result of special merit. Everybody can acquire 
it when his avadhijflanavarana is destroyed by meditation and 
discipline, Although both types of avadhij®@mm arises by 


destruction and subsidence of its karmik veils, yet for the 


bhavapratyaya-avadhijifana the nimitta karana is the birth of 
the Heanes who possess it. Just as the birds acquire the 
capacity of flying in the sky from their very birth, similarly 
the beings of heaven and hell acquire avadhijiiana from their 
partis This avadhijta@na is not the highest type of avadhijiana 
it is a limited avadhi jifana. . 


(2) MANAH-PARYAYA JNANA 
. og 


« 


4. 


Mind, according to the Jainas,is a material substance. 
Its modes are its different changing states. As.our states 
of thought change, the modes also change correspondingly, 


These changing modes of mind are called manahpraryaya. 


211. For various types of avadhijiiana see Nandisutra 16, 
and Tattwarthavartika, 1.21-22, 

212. dvividhoavadhi, T.S. 1421. 

213. T.S., 1.22 

214. T.S. 1.22 
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And the knowledge which knows the modes of thinking of the 
mind of other persons is called manahparyaya jana. A person 7 
possessing manahparyayajflana directly knows the others mental . 
states without the help of sense organs and mind, Such - 
knowledge arises by the destruction and subsidence of 
manahparyaya jfianevaralid® | 
There are different views regarding the nature: of 

manahparyadya jana! According to Jinabhadra in the 
manahparyayajhana one perceives the states of the mind 
substance directly but the external objects of thoughts of 
another mind are known only by inference, Because the external 
objects of thought may be material or non-material (miirta or 
amurta) and the non-material objects cannot be apprehended 
directly by manahparyayajtana, (The amurta are known directly 
only in kevala). Thus ‘according to this view, only the modes 
of mind Ste. ainsetia cognised in manahparyaya jflana. 

; Akalanka rejects this and points out that manghpesvaye 
jmana also Souveteuad directly the objects of other's 
thoughts. The knowledge of such objects cannot be an inference, 
it is perceptual knowledge. It possesses the characteristics 
of pratyaksa,it 16 clear and it is direct and not dependent on 
sense organs and wind: Therefore, it should not be regarded 
as an inference; which is not clear and juependeny. Akalanka 
holds that the external objects also are directly apprehended 
by mana h: aryayajflana, as they are associated with the mind which 
is thinking of them, 

According to Hemchandra, the external objects of others 

mind are not apprehended directly in manahparyadyajiiana they are 
known only by inferehde, 


215. parakiyamanogata tt Wo jnanani manhparyayah, T.V. 1.904, 


216, tadavarana karmaksayopasamadidvitayanimittavagat 
parakiyamanogtarthajnanan manahparyayah,T.V.1.9.4. 

217. Tatiya's Studies in Jaina Philosophy, p.66. 

218. TiVss. 1623554. 

219. manahparyaya anyathanupapattya tu yad bahya cintaniya | 
er the tent tat dnuminikameva na manahparyaya pratyaksam, 
P.M. 1.1.13. 
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Further, manahparyayajNana should not be understood as a 
knowledge dezived: Gee, indi it is not any type of mental 
Sevcontien But xkkxisx it is a sonsecasaous knowledge arising 
within the self directly without the help of sense organs or 
mind. Mind is not the cause of this knowledge, but it is the 
knowledge of others mental states which is derived from the . 
self itseif. Thus it is not empirical knowledge. ‘Akalazika 
argues that mind is only the apeksa in this knowledge, not the 
cause. For example, when one sees the moon in the sky he gn 
cannot see the moon without perceiving the sky. The sky in 
only the apeksa in the knowledge. of the moon, not its cause. 
ay the same way mind is not the cause in manahparyayajiiama 
bat only an apeksa or a factor depending on which one perceives 
the mental states of ‘othses, ; 

THE TYPES OF MANAHPARYAY JNANA 

Manahparyaya jtlana is of two types, namely xjum unati and 
vipulamati. With respect of purity and duration they are 
ai trered?! Rjumati-is less pure and it sometimes falters. 
Vipulmats is purer clearer and more enduring, It lasts up to 
the rise of omniscience, Man aan possess both types of 


manahparyayajiana in the state of spiritual perfection. 


220. T.W., 1.23.2 


221. T.S.. and T.B., 1.24 and 25 


ah 
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(3) KevalajNana 

Kevalajiéina is the perfect and infinite knowledge. We may — 
call it ommiscience, As mentioned before, when the obstruction | 
es all the Karmas are destroyed, the self attains kevala or 
omniscience, In this knowledge one apprehends simultaneously 
all substances and their all qualities directly without the 
help of sense organs and mind. Nothing remains to be known 
and nothing is unkno@A~ It is perfect and eternal knowLedge. 
The causes of ommiscience are said to be two fold, internal 
and external. Internal causes are right faith etc. and the 
external causes are time, space etc. According to the Jainas, 
‘there would be possessor of amk omniscience should have their 
pinine as human beings within the specified time. It arises 
from the duatnaeeien of all the karmas, A question has been 
discussed, are the four imperfect knowledges (mati, Sati 
avadhi and manahparyaya.) present or not, in the state of 
omniscience ? Some hold that in the state of KevalajMana 
the other four knowledges exist but they are overpowered by the 
Kevalajnana, just as in the day time the light of the stars 
is overpowered by the light of the sun in the sky. Umdaswati 
points out that this view is not true, because the Kevala arises 
due to the total destruction (ksaya)of all karmika matters 
while the other four knowledges arise by the destruction and 
subsidence (Ksayopasama) of their own jnanavaranas or the 
Karmika matters. When there is the total destruction of 
Karmika matters the other knowledges also could not be arise, -: 
There would be only the state of onmmiscienss? 

On the same problem Yasovijaya replies that there are five 
types of knowledge as well as five types of avaranas. In other 
words, a particular jfiana has its own Avarana as an obstruction 
to its manifestation, and when its avarana is destroyed, that 
knowledge is manifested. When the avarana of the pentede 


222. 7.8. and T.B., 1430 
223. TeBe, 1231 
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knowledge (kevalajNanavarana)is destroyed then arises perfect 
/ B9"URTERovalastians. The question was when the dvarana of 
kevalajtiana is ‘destroyed and one possesses perfect or infinite 
Knowledge, then does he also possessg the other partial 
knowledges or not ? The partial isvisdsen unis due to the 
destruction of their own different &varanas. Yasovijaya replies 


that though the different knowledges are manifested by the 


destruction of their ow knowledge-obscuring karmas, yet 


the avarana of perfect knowledge is also at the same eine the 
avai ae 
cause of the manifestation of imperfect knowledge, just as veil 
of a cloth may be both obstruction of clear vision but also a 
cause of unclear visisat In other words, the obstruction of 
perfect knowledge is the cause of the manifestation of 
imperfect knowledge. Thus according to Yasovijaya, for an 
omniscient, partial knowledge is not possible, for the cause 
of partial knowledge, i.e. the keval jnanavarniya, has been 
destrovsd. It may be asked, how can the self be both avrta 
Be 2 
and anavrta at one and the same time ? In reply, it is said 


that this is possible only wk from the anekanta viewpoint. 
TAanavarana 


The self may be obscured by the kevala shawweeranan nd the same 


self may not be obscured by the matijng@iivarna at the same 

time. Yasovijaya says that knowledge is the essential quality 

of the self but it has many modes (paryadya). These modes are 

the partial knowledge and when the perfect knowledge is avrtesy 
by the keval jiimivaran a, the partial knowledges may be anlavrta. 

And as the knowledge is the essential quality of the self, 

the self would be both ayrta and anavrta by the obstruction 

of different kinds of karmas at one and the same time, 

Kundakunda's explanation of Keval jnhana 
Kundakunda explains the nature of kevala joiana with the 
help of niSscaya drsti and vyavahara mixx drsti. Therefore it 


224. spasta prakada pratibandhake mandaprakasa janakatvamn 


anutkate caaksuraddyavarane vastrad@ve, J.B.P.4 
225. tatra hetuh kevalajndnavaranameva, J.B.P.3 
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will be necessary to understand at first what is the niscaya 
drsti and is the vyavahara drsti. The words niscaya and 
Vyavahara are used in the Jaina philosophy in different senses, 
But generally they are used as the aes of two different points 
of view, because the Jainas explain a thing from different 
points of view. Thus niscaya drsti and v avahara drsti are 
the two different points of view from which the nature of a 
thing may be explained. Sometimes the niscaya drsti is also 
called paramartha drsti and the vyavahara drsti is called 
samvrta-drsti. With the help of the medesva drsti, axa one 
knows the essential nature or the abhyarntarasvanupa of a thing, 
and with the help of vyavahara drsti one knows the secondary 
properties or the bahya svariipa of a thing. 

‘Kundakurida explains the nature of kevalajnhana Ptoin these 
two different view points. According to nidcaya drsti, 
kevalajnana is self-revealing, a kevali is indifferent to the 
world, ‘so he knows or sees only his pure self. In other words, 
in the state of kevalajiana a one has the intuitive experience 
of his own pure self. But according to vyavahara drsti, he 
knows also the objects of ail taas and place. 

Since knowledge is the essential s& quality of the self, 
it is self-revealing; if knowledge does not know itself then 
it would not be the essential quality of the set?? Knowledge 
is also object revealing. Kundakunda gives two characteristics o- 
of knowledge from two different points of view. From the one 
view point, knowledge is self-revealing, (from the nigcaya 
drsti), and from the other, knowledge is object revealing - 
(from the vyavahara drsti). Thus the nature of knowledge is 
explained by him as being wx both self revealing aie ob ject 
revealing. Again he says that the kevaljrlani or the possessor 


of kevalajfiana, sees or knows all things only from the 


vyavahara drsti, but from the nidcaya drsti, he knows only the 


appanam navi 


226, nanam jivasaripamh tamh4 jadnei appagam appa, 
janadi appado hodi vidirittamh, Niyamsdra, \64, 


169, ( jianam jivasvartpan tasmaj janatyatmakam atma, atmanam napi 
janatyadtmano bhavati. vyatiriktan, Ba as ak on 


Niyamasara, 169) 
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self itsétf, | | 
In the next sutra he explains that the kevalajiani is 
indifferent to the world and so although he seubeivea all things 
his mind is not attracted to them and he may Be said not to know 
them. His self becomes pure, so he possesses the intuitional 
‘experience of the self itself, therefore, he is called 
abandhaks® The commentator says that the Jinendra knows all 
the objects of all time but he is indifferent to all, he only 


apprehends his own set?? 


227. janadi-passadi savvam vavaharanayena kevali bhagavani, 
kevalanani janadi passadi niyamena appainam, Niyamasara, 
158 ( janati pagyati saftvam vyavaharananena kevali 
bhagavan, kevalajrani janati pasyati niyamena Aatmanan, 
Tatparyavrttj on Niyamasara, 158) 


228. janto passanto Ihdpuvvam na hoi kevaling, kevalinani 
tamha tena du so'bandhago bhanido, Niyamasara, 171 *( janan 
pagyanniha pirvvam na bhavati kevalinah, kevala jmani 
tasmat tena tu so'bandhako bhanitah, Tatparyavrtti on 
Niyamasara 171). 


229. janan satvam Siavanabhavansenyentanas then padarthan, 
.  ps$yan tadvta sahajamahima devadevo jeesaly, Tinesh , 
moh&bhavadpatiakhi lain naiva grhniti KR -nityan, 
jana jyotirhatamaalakalih sarvalskaikasaksi, Tatparya 
vrtti, 171. 
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Further, Kundakunda says that the kevali sees his own. 
mature, not the wortae Here the commentator explains that 
from the view point of nigdca¥y , the kevali being wholly 
“directed inwards, and being completely indifferent to outward 
objects, knows only his own self by a sort.of intuition, 


After describing the nature of kevalajnana from the 


niscaya drsti, he explains it next from the vyavahara drsti. 


e@#a 


From this point of view, the kevali knows the whole world, 
not his pure seit 

Thus Kevalajnana is self revealing and also object 
revealing, from two different points of view. But the essentia® 
nature of kevalajfiana is to be self revealing, there is the 
intuitive experience of the pure self. Because knowledge is 
the essential quality of the self. When all the &varanas are 
destroyed the self manifested in its own nature, 


6. The Jaina opinion about different kinds of 
non-sensuous perception 


We have explained the different kinds of non-sensuous 
perception recognised in the different schools of Indian 
phtlosophy(in ch.1. part IIIT). In the Nyaya system, there 
are three types of extraordinary perceptions. Of these the 


first two namely samanyalaksana and Jfiana laksana cannot be 


230. appasartipam pecchadi loydloyam na kevali bhagavani, 
Niyamasara, 165, (dtmasvaripam pasgyati lokdlokau na 
kevali bhagavan, Tatparyavrtti, 165). 


231. paramanirapeksataya nihsesato'ntarmukhatvat kevalasvarupa 
pratyaksamatra vyapara ‘nirataniranjanani jasahajadardganena. 
saccidanarida mayamatmanam nidcayatah pasyatiti., And 
pasyatyatma sahajaparamatmanamekam visudhawi. svantah 
gudhydvasathamahimadharamatyantadhiran Tatparyavrtti, 165 


232. Loyadloyam janai appanam naiva kevali bhagavam, 
Niyamasatta. 168 (lokdlokao janatyatmanam naiva kevali 
bhagavan, Tatparyawvrtti oty Niyamasara, 168). 
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called atindriyapratyaksa or non-sensuous perception from 
the Jaina px point of view. Atindriya pratyaksa is a perceptior 
that is not caused by the sense organs and mind, while 

samanya laksana and Jiidnalaksana arise with the help of the 
. senses. Though there is no direct sense object contact yet 
there is indirect or extraordinary sense object contact, 
Therefore according th the Jainas, these cannot be called 
alaukika or atindriya pratyaksay The Jainas may point out 
that Samanyalaksana is not a perception at all, for pratyaksa 
according to the Jainas is a ciear (visada) knowledge, but | 
the so called samanyalaksana perception of all members of a 
class is not vidada or direct iiéwieans and so is not 
perception, 

As regards Jmanalaksana the Jainas point out that it 
is a mixed mode of knowledge (samtihalambana Jnana) in which 
the visual perception of sandle and idea of fragrance are 
integrated into one knowledge? Thus it is not the 


atindriya pratyaksa. 
The Yogi pratyaksa of the Naiyayikas may be called as 


alaukika pratyaksa or the atindriya pratyaksa,. For it is 
not caused by the sense organs, it is the direct apprehension 
of the objects of the past, future and distance. It may be 
compared with the Kevala Jtiana of the Jainas. 

Again the Brahmanubhava of the Advaitins is atindriya 
Jnana but there is no knowledge of the objects of the past, 
future and distance just as in the Yogi pratyaksa or in the 
Kevala Jiiana. According to the Advaitins, the world is not 
real, but only appears as real due to ignorance, ‘There is 
only one reality that is Brahman so that there is no question 
of a direct apprehension of all the objects of all the world 
in the Brahman Jfidna. ‘here is the direct apprehension only 


of the self itself which is called Brahman, The Jainas also 


2336 S.Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy II, p.60 
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believe in the direct apprehension of the pure self in the 
stage of Keval. Because, according to them, in that stage all 
avaranas are destroyed and the self becomes pure, and it is 
called Jina, Arhata or Paramatma. The Jaina experience of 
pure self may be compared with the Brahmanubhava. The 
.difference between Brahma Jiana and Kevala Jtana ee to 

be that, since the Jainas believe in the reality of the 
external world. So in their Keval Jiana there is the direct 
apprehension of external objects of all time and all place, 
But so far as the experience of the self itself is concerned 
the difference between Brahma Jaana and Keval Jffana is not 
so great. There is truly some difference between the 
experience of the self in two systems. According to the 
Advaitins, there is only one self (Brahman) so that in the 
Brahma Jfiana the individual self possesses the experience of 
identity with Brahman ( I am Brahman). But in the Keval 
Jiana different selves have the pure feeling oftheir own 
existence for all selves and different. 

Further, the Yoga system believes that a Yogi can 
acquire supernormal powers in a particular state of Yoga 
sadhana. Yogi may acquire omniscience, The Jainas wont 
agree with this. They hold that by the practice of mental 
and bodily discipline when all the avaranas are destroyed, 
xB man can acquire some special qualities: Hemchandra says 
that due to destruction and subsidence of the Karmika matters 
they possess different types of special qualities, but they 
are indifferent to them, because their only desire is to get 
release, 

The Yogi pratyaksa of the Buddhists' may be called 
as atindriya pratyaksa because it is not caused by sense 
organs, it is the direct intuition of transcendental reality. 
But the Jainas do not accept the Nirvikalpa character of it. 
For, according to the Jainas, true knowledge must be 


determinate or savikalpa. As mentioned before, determinatenesa 
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is the criterion of right knowledge, If it is not determinate 
it cannot contradict error, doubt ete? 


7. Kumarilas objections and the Jaina arguments 


for the possibblity of the onmmiscient being. 


(a) The arguments of Prabhdchand?2°:~ 

As mentioned before, the Jaina theory of knowledge is 
based on their conception of self, Self is omniscient according 
to them but due to the veil of the karmik matters this 
‘knowledge is obscured. But this ohstruction can be removed 
totally by the practice of mental discipline and meditation just 
as the clouds which conceal the sun or the moon can be removed 
by a blast of wind. And when ali the obstructions are removed 
the self gains omniscience, 

Kumarila does not accept this view of omniscience, 
According to him, the self is not able to know directly all 
objects of at all time. He argues that the knowledge of the 
past, present and future is attained only through the vedas 
which are authorless (apauruseya). There ee such person 
who attains the faculty of such knowledge through direct 
perception. Thus there can be no omniscience and there is no 
pramana to prove the existence of any omniscient being. 

The Jainas reject this view that there is no’ pramana to prove 
the existence of the omniscient person, one can prove it by 
inferences, One of the inference used by the Jainas is as 
follows : there is a cones who perceives all objects; for it 
is his nature to know all things and also the obstructions for 
such knowledge have been destroyed. If a thing by its very 
nature can know other thing, and the obstructions which hinder 
such knowledge have Deen destroyed then it should be able to 
nepesive such thing. For example, it is the nature of the eyes 
to perceive colour and if there is no darkness then the eyes woulc 
perceive colour. The Jainas hold that there is perceptual 


knowledge of objects which are subtle or which are too far or 


234, P.K.M., pe27 
235. All arguments are taken from Prameya-Kamal-martarida of 
Prabhachandra, p.247~265 
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which are past because they are prameyas just as fire. The 
Mimamsaks reject this and ask are all these objects apprehended 
by one perception or is each object apprehended by a different 
pendépeina M@ In the first case, hetu would be viruddha for 
prameyattva is known to belong only to such objects each of 
which is apprehended by a different perception. If one 
perception apprehends all objects, then this totality would not 
be a prameya. In the second case, there is also the fallacy 
of siddhasddhan for even the Mimamsakas would accept it, 

The Jainas would not accept that the omniscient person 
apprehends each object in a different perception; what the 
Jainas prove is that the objects far away objects of past and 
the subtle objects etc, are apprehended by perceptisn? in 
general (Pratyaksasamanyena) . Further, whatever is gunienenmea 
by.omniscience is not caused by sense organs and mind as in the 
case of Yogipratyaksa. These two proposition together prove 
that there is a Asnaeneusue direct knowledge of all things. 

An omniscient beings perception being one or many. 

Again, the Mimamsakas aie. is omniscience the knowledge 
of all things or of some very important things only ? If it 
is the knowledge of all things, does it arise gradually or 
simultaneously?M&kK If it arises gradually then the knowledge of 
the past, present, future, distant and infinite would be 
impossible. It cannot arise simultaneously for there are 
opposite natures of different things (just as water is cold and ; 
fire is hot), And perceptions of all such different things 
cannot arise dx simultaneously in one knowledge, 

Prabhachandra asks, why cannot objects of opposed nature 
be apprehended simultaneously in one knowledge? Is it because 
of the absence of such objects or because knowledge is unable 
to apprehend them simultaneously ? The first alternative is not 


true, for things with opposed characters are weil known to exist . 
236. pratyaksasamanyena kasyacitstkswmidyarthanam pratyaksatva- 
sadhanat, P.K.M., pe256 
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simultaneously as in a pieee of wood which may be warm in one 
part and cold in another. The second alternative is also not 
true, because knowledge is known to apprehend apposite things 
simultaneously; for example, it is well known that Light and 
davesoge may be apprehended in the same knowledge together. 
The Mimamsakas may further argue that the past and the future 
cannot be known in omniscience because they are not present, 
The absent things cannot be apprehended; the knowledge of 
snaene things would be as false as a’ perception by a defective 
sense organ... But if such object are present then why are they 
called past g& or future ? If an object of one time is 
apprehended as belonging to another time (e.e. if the past and 
the future are apprehended as being present) then such knowledge 
would be invalid, 

The Jainas reject this argument. They point out that the 
knowledge of the past and future is possible in omniscience 
because the objects of the past are apprehended as of the past 
and the objects of future are apprehended as of the future, 
There is no question of the absence of the objects of the past 
and of the future for all objects of all times are apprehended 
in omniscience as belonging to their own times! 

(b) The arguments of Hemchandra 

The critics may argue that perception cannot prove it 
because perception gives us iaowiedea only of sensible qualities 
it cannot give us knowledge of what is supersensible. Omniscience. 
cannot be proved by inference also, because the enocees of an 
inference depends on the relation between saddhya and hetu both 
of which must be perceived. Inference is based on previous 
knowledge which is derived from sense experience, But in the 
case of omniscience there is no such knowledge from sense 
experience, therefore it cannot be proved by inference, It 
cannot be proved by verbal testimony also for verbal knowledge 


237. svakadlaniyatasattvarupatyaiva tasya grahanat, P.K.M., pe261 
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is also Based on sense sieasetan. Therefore the existence of - 
sem eitenke <aknee be proved, 

To all these objections against the possibility of 
omniscience Hemchandra gives the following rept}: He points 
out that if knowledge has a process in its development then 
there must be an end of this process, At this end it must be 
fully developed and it is the stage where knowledge could be 
called perfect or infinite and that is the omniscience. Again 
the knowledge of the objects which are far and which are fine 
is possible. Fine objects can be known by direct knowledge, 

If there is any object whether it is far or near then there 
must be its knowledge. For example, if a jar exists there must 
be its knower, As object, every object has its knower, so | 
that such objects also must be known in omniscience. The 
possibility of kevala is also proved by the fact that there as 
is no knowledge which could contradict it or which could show 
its impossibility? If there were any knowledge which would 
contradict kevala then, Hemchandra asks is that knowledge | 
perception or inference ? Perception cannot do this, for as 
the Mimamsakas recognise the senses apprehend only the objects 
which are present and with which they are related, 

It may be supposed that perception contradicts kevala 
not as knowing its object but as failing to know what is beyond 
it. If it is meant that perception has for its object 
determinate place and time and cannot knww what is in another 
place and time, then we also agree. But if it is meant that 
perception cannot kmow all places and all times and so goes 
against kevala, then we would reply that there must be some 
kind of knowledge of all places and times and this is what is 
meant by the kevala. We can infer that there is a highest 
knowledge from the fact that knowledge has degrees, From 
there we can also infer that there is a person who knows all 


LO 
objects? The mere fact that we do not come across such a person 


238. kasyacit pratyaksadh prameyatvat ghatavadityato, P.M.1.1.16 
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does not prove the absence of an omniscience being, 
Inference also cannot contradict the possibility of 


kevala. For such an inference would require knowledge of ‘the 


“paksa that is the kevala itself. If kevala is thrown, its . 
impossibility esnnot be proved by an inferensé! Hemchandra 
next considers an inference which has been used to prove 

that there is no omniscience person, The inference is of 
following kind, "the person under consideration is not 
ommiscient, for he is a person, as in the case of an ignorant 
person", This fap Sreties is not valid. What is meant by 
svaktrtva't which is the hetu ? If it means the property of 
speaking what is known by a pramana, then the hetu is 
wiruddha, because such a hetu would rather prove that the 
speaker is omniscient. if vaktrtva means the property of 
speaking what is false, then there would be the fallacy of 
siddha sadhan or proving what is not disputed. If it means 
the property of waraiy being a speaker, then the hetu becomes 
anaikartika, because we find that with the increase of knowledge 
one does not speak 1¢€%s one finds on the other hand that one 
who knows more is also a better speaker, In the same way the 
other hetu that is parusatva may also be refuted. if it means 
being a person unspoilt by defects, then the hetu is viruddha 
for it proves omniscience; if it means being a person vitiated 
by defects, then the hetu becomes siddhasadhan. If it means 
merely being a person, then it may prove either smiteoisies 
or its absence and so becomes anaikadntika. Therefore it does 
not show that the person is not emadecien’. 

The scriptures also cannot show the impossibility of 
omniscience, There is no sagKritx scripture which is 
apouruseya ; a scripture must have its origin in some 
einieoient person. Therefore, it cannot prove the absence of 


ommiscience, 
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Concluding Remarks 

The Agamika theory of perception of the Jainas is based 
on their conception of substance. According to the Jainas, 
-every substance (dravya) possesses some permanent qualities as 
well as some changing ones, The permanent qualities are the 
essential qualities of a substance; they are eternal and the 
changing qualities are the modes of the substance. The 
permanent qualities of the self are, for example, consciousness 
(caitanya) and the permanent qualities of the matter are ripa, 
rasa, etc. Without consciousness there is no self and without 
rupa etc, there is no matter, The changing qualities of the 
self are, for example, the different thoughts and ideas, and 
those of matter are blue, yellow, hardness, softness etc. Thus 
every substance or dravya possesses two types of qualities. 
The permanent qualities of a dravya are called guna and the 


changing qualities are called paryadya. Therefore they define 


a substance or dravya as "gunaparyadyavad dravyam", 


The Jainas hold that all the permanent and changing 
qualities can not be apprehended by our sense organs, nor are 
the sense organs able to apprehend an object in its tme nature. 
It is the self only by which one can perceive an object in its 
true nature, or with all its (permanent and changing) qualities. 
Therefore they define perception (in the Agamas) as a knowledge 
derived from the seif. They call it pratyaksa or direct 
knowledge, as it arises in-the self. They point out that, 
knowledge, caused by the sense organs, is not direct, it is 
paroksa., The knowledge according to the Jaina Agamas which is 
based on the sense organs, cannot be called pratyaksa or direct 
knowledge. Thus the Agamika definition of the Jainas does not 
simply say that the direct sense object contact is pratyaksa or 
perceptual knowledge. But they mean by pratyaksa a direct 
knowledge arising in the self, When one apprehends an object 


by sense organs, this apprehension would not be called direct 
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experience of the object because it is based on the sense 
organs. It is indirect to the self. In this sense, the 
knowledge derived from the sense organs is indirect to the 
self, therefore, the Jainas call sense perception indirect 
or paroksa knowledge. . 

The Jaina view that the sense organs are not able to 
apprehend the object with all its param permanent and changing 
qualities, seems to be very xKaxmanm reasonable, Because the 
sense organs have limited capacities. In visual perception, 
for example, one sees the pot on the earth, he cannot see 
what is inside the pot, or the opposite side of the pot, 
‘Therefore sense perception is not the highest type of knowledge 
it is a limited process and therefore it cannot be called 
pratyaksa. According to the Jainas pratyaksa is that type 
of knowledge which is able to apprehend the object with all 
its permanent and changing qualities and that is possible 
only by the self. Therefore pratyaksa means the knowledge, 
arising in the self directly. 

But in logical literature the Jainas accept sense 


? 


perception as pratyaksa or direct knowledge. Here the 
Agamika pratyaksa is called nukhyapratyaksa; tmukhya! means. 
‘superior'. Though they accept sense knowledge as pratyaksa 
yet the superior is only that which arises in the self 
directly. And the knowledge of the object derived from the 
sense organs is called samvyavaharika pratyaksa,the sensuous 
knowledge is pratyaksa in vyavahara or practice, or in the 
secondary sense; the real pratyaksa is the mukhya pratyaksa 
which arises directiy through the self, 

The sanvyavaharika pratyaksa or sense perception is 
not a superior kind of perception. It does not have the 
skex strength of the mukhya pratyaksa nor does it arise in 
the self directly, But it is pratyaksa in the sense that 


it is not based on any other knowledge. It manifests its 
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object without the mediation of any other ienowiedee: therefore 
it is direct or clear(vigada). What is not direct in this 
sense, is not perception, reer as inference. 

Thus both the kinds of pratyaksa (mukhya and 
samvyavahairika) are direct knowledge. The former is direct- 
in one sense, and the latter is so in another sense, 

The Jainas not only define sanvyavaharika pratyaksa 
but also analyse the process involved in it. The process 
consists in the four staeee of avagraha, iha, avaya and dharana 
which we have explained in Chapter 2 of Part II. The iden of 
four stages is original in this system. Though the other schools 
of Indian philosophy distinguish between nirvikalpa and 
savikalpa perception, yet this distinction is not as thorough 
as that of the Jainas. No other Indian system has given us 
uh an account of the different stages of sense perception, 

The knowledge derived from the self directly is called 
mukhya pratyaksa in logical literature. We may call it 
nmomn-sensuous perception, because it is not caused by the sense 
Sreand. There are three types of non-sensuous perception, 
the avadhijfidna, the manah paryadyajfiana and the keval jfiadna. 
The concept of non=sensuous knowledge in the Jaina philosophy 
is based on their metaphysics, According to the Jainas as 
we ee seen, knowledge is the essential quality of the self. 
The pure self possesses infinite knowledge, but due to the 
veil we ene karam&ka eee it cannot realise its true nature 
of infinite knowledge. When the obstruction of the karmas is 
destroyed, knowledge arises in the self. The self can then 
know objects directly without the help of ene: Benes organs, 
and this knowledge is higher than our ordinary sense knowledge 
because there is no. limitations of time and space in this 
ienowLedees For these systems who do not regard knowledge as 


essential to the self - e.g. in the Nyaya - there cannot be 


138 


strictly speaking such a conception. The concept of 
mukhya pratyaksa is thus based on their metaphysics, but 
it is also influenced by religious faith, Therefore though 
“the Jainas have tried to give inferences to prove the existence 
of such nonesensuous knowledge, yet it cannot be strictly 
proved ¢ logically; as ordinary as every day experience of 
sense knowledge. 

Regarding the nature of non-sensuous perception, the 
Jainas are not very clear. They say simply that in avadhijfana 
ehe apprehends material objects directly by the self, in 
manahparyayajiana the knowledge of other's mind is acquired 
and in kevalajnana, the self possesses the knowledge of all 
things, past, present and moat and also of its own pure 
nature. “The Jainas do not say much about the nature of 
non-sensuous perception, Does the self apprehend the objects, 
in the same manner as our sense organs apprehend their objects ? 
Or, do the objects come into contact with the self only in the 
anape of ideas ? Or, is xk this knowledge a purely subjective 
experience like pleasure and pain ? In some places we are 
told that the self sees all things in the same way as one sees 
the amalaka fruit on his palm or just as one ede objects in 
the mirror, But these analogies are not enough to make us 
understand the real nature of non-sensuous perception, 

Most systems of Indian philosophy believe in the 
possibility of an omniscient being. But the Jaina concept 
of omniscience has its own distinctive place amongst them, 
Because according to the Jainas everybody can become an 
omniscient while most other systems believe only in God as 
the Omniscient being. According to the Nyaya-vaisesikas, 
a yogi can acquire omniscience but this omniscience is not 
ere for, in the stage of release there would be no 


knowledge, Knowledge, according to them, is a non-eternal 
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attitude of the self. Only God's omniscience is eternal but 
the omniscience neeubeed by the power of yoga cannot be 
eternal. But according to the Jainas, every self is 
“omniscient, but due to the eteitid of the karmika matters, 
this omniscience is not manifested. By the practice of 
mental and bodily discipline and meditation everybody can 
destroy the &varana and can manifest the latent. omniscience, 
As knowLedge is the essential quality of self, the omniscience 
would be permanent even in the stage of release, 

Again, though the other systems which believe in the 
possibility of an omniscient being, have given some arguments 
yet these are not as strong as those given by the Jainas, A 
large part of the logical literature of the Jainas is full 
of the arguments for the possibility of omniscience, 

Regarding the nature of omniscience or eevaladnana.. 
the Jainas are not very clear. They simply say that in 
kevalajiidana the self possesses knowledge of all objects, of 
past, present and future, so that nothing remains unknown to 
an omniscient person. But, as we have seen in Chapter 2 of 
part IIT, Kundakunda explains the nature of omniscience in 
anew waye He says that though a kevali or the omniscient 
being perceives all objects of all time and of all place, yet 
it is so only from the vyavahara drsti. Really,however, a: 
kevalin tKirows only himself or he has only an intuitive 
experience of the pure self. This explanation about the 
nature of kevalajhaina_ is very remarkable and true, In fact, 
when a self becomes pure, it becomes indifferent to all 
worldly things and shines in its own light, that is the 
knowledge. Knowledge is the essential quality of the self 
but due to the avarana of the karmika matter, it is not 
manifested. When the avarana is destroyed, there arises 
the knowledge. There is the knowledge of self realisation 
or Aatmapratiti or atmasaksatkara. In this stage there is no 


difference between knowledge and self, 


Thus the 


has its own, 


explanation 
others. On 


omniscience 
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explanation of kevalajwadna given by Kundakurida | 
important nines in Jaina philosophy. This 

is more wide and satisfactory than that of the 
this interpretation, the conception of 


or Kevalajfiidna gains a spiritual significance 


which it would lack if it were taken merely as a knowledge 


of all things, 


it 
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